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TH£  defign  of  the  following  volumes  being  to  eftablifh 
the  Canonical  authority  of  the  books  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,I  imagined  nothing  could  be  a  more  fuitable  introduc* 
tion  to  tiie  work,  than  a  diflertation  concerning  the  neceil 
litjr  of  it.  My  defign  is  not  to  make  any  fervile  apology  for 
this  work's  appearance  in  the  world  (every  man  not  only 
having  a  right,  but  being  alfo  obliged  to  do  all  he  can  for  the 
interefts  of  Chriftianity) ;  but  only,  if  it  may  be,  to  evidence 
the  abfolute  neceffity  of  a  Chriftian's  employing  his  utmoft 
diligence,  in  order  to  be  upon  good  grounds  determined  in  a 
queftion  of  fo  great  importance  as  that  is,  TFhat  books  are  to 
he  received  as  the  word  of  God  ? 

What  I  defign  in  this  matter  (hall  be  comprifed  under  <!he 
following  obfervations  I  viz* 

VoJL.  I.  B  I.  That 
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L  That  the  right  fcitding  the  Canonical  authority  of  the 
books  of  the  New  Teftamcnt  is  attended  with  very 
many  and  great  difficulties* 

II.  That  it  is  a  matter  of  the  greateft  confequence^and 
importance. 

III.  That  a  great  number  of  Chriftians  are  deftitute  of  any 
good  arguments  for  theirbelief  of  the  Canonical  authority 
of  the  books  of  the  New  Teftament. 

IV.  That  very  little  has  yet  been  done  on  this  fubjeS. 


OBSERV.    I. 

That  the  right  Settling  the  Canonical  Authority  of  the  Books  of 
the  Nhv  Tejianunt  is  attended  with  very  many  and  great 
Difficulties. 

» 

I  AM  very  fenfible  fuch  a  propofition  as  this  may  feem  at 
firft  furpriling  to  many ;  and  that  what  is  faid  under  it 
may  perhaps  be,  on  the  one  hand,  mifimproved  by  the  ene- 
mies of  Revelation,  to  £et  them  more  againft  it;  and,  on  the 
other,  by  the  weaker  Chriftians,  to  (hock  their  faith  in  it* 
But  as  the  enfuing  volumes  are  principally  intended  for  the 
fervice  of  thefe  two  forts  of  perfons,  viz.  to  confute  the  for- 
mer, and  eftaUiih  the  latter  in  their  principles ;  fo  I  cannot 
but  defire,  they  would  form  no  judgment  from  what  is  here 
/aid  relating  to  the  main  queftion,  till  they  have  honeftly 
perufed  the  book  itfelf. 

This  premifed,  I  fay,  it  is  not  fo  eafy  a  matter  as  is  com- 
monly imagined,  rightly  to  fettle  the  Canon  of  the  New  Tef- 
tament. For  my  own  part,  I  declare  with  many  learned 
men,  that  in  the  whole  compels  of  learning  I  know  no  quef- 
tion  involved  with  more  intricacies  and  perplexing  difficulties 
than  this.  There  are  indeed  confiderable  difficulties  relating 
to  the  Canon  of  the  Old  Teftament,  as  appears  by  the  large 
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imltroverfies  betweeti  the  Proteihints  and  Papifls  on  this 
hea4  i^  4^  Uift)  and  latter  end  of  tbe  preceding  cen^ry ;  but 
die^  ^e  iblved  witb  much  more  eafe  than  thofe  of  the  New ; 
Por, 

t«  l*bf  damn  of  the  Jiws  wa^  fittUd  by  Ezra^  ati  infpired 
writer ;  but  there  is  mfucb  thing  to  befaid  concerning  tbe  Ca-- 
Hon  of  tbe  New%  It  is  uncertain^  either  by  ^om,  or  at  what 
time,  the  prefent  coUedion  w^  made. 

2.  Tbe  yewijh  Canon  was  certainly  approved  by  our  Saviour 
and  bis  ^fyfftles  *  ;  but  h  is  impoffible,  in  the  nature  of  the 
dung,  the  Chriftian  .Canon  ihould  receive  the  fame  evidence 
and  authority. 

3*  In  fetding  tbe  Old  Tefhunent  coUedion,  all  that  is  re* 
quifite  is  to  diiprove  die  claim  of  a  few  obfcure  books,  which 
have  but  the  weakeft  pretences  to  be  looked  upon  as  Scrip- 
ture ;  but  in  the  New>  we  have  not  only  a  few  to  difprove, 
but  a  vaft  nuinber  to  exclude  the  Canon,  which  feem  to  have 
much  more  right  to  admiifion  than  any  of  the  Apocryphal 
books  of  the  Old  Teftamept  s  and  befides,  to  evidence  the  ge*' 
nuinenefs  of  all  diofe  which  we  do  receive,  fince,  according 
to  die  fentimei^ts  of  fome  who  would  be  thought  learned, 
there  are  none  of  them,  whofe  authority  has  not  been  contro-^ 
verted  in  theearlieft  ages  of  Chriftianity^  In  fhort,  whatever 
(dmoft  can  be  objei^ed  againft  the  authority  of  the  prefent 
Capon  of  the  Old  Teftament,  either  in  behalf  of  any  books 
which  are  not  in  it^  or  againfl;  any  that  are,  may  eafily  be 
anfwered  by  this  fingle  confideration,  viz«  that  we  receive  the 
fame  and  no  other  books^  than  what  the  yewijh  Church  received 
in  9ur  Saviour* s  time^  as  is  evident  from  the  copies  the  Chrif- 
dftps  procured  of  them,  and  the  catalogues  they  made  of  them 
{efpecially  thatof  Melito  Sardenfis^)  loon  after  the  deftrudlion 
of  Jerufalem*  But  the  cafe  is  very  different  with  refpecl  to 
the  books  of  die  New.    The  queftion  concerning  them  di* 

»  If  othevwiiej  they  had  certainly  and  that  what  they  called  Scripture 

cenfured  the  Jews  for  their  fault  in  was  every  part  of  it  infpired. 
this,  as  weU  as  other  religious  mat-  ^  Vid.,  Bufeb*  Hift.  £ccl.  1. 4..  c« 

ters.  Befides,  St.  Paul  evidently  al-  16.     There  are  others  veiy  early, 

lows,  that  all  their  Scriptures,  were  as  Origen's  in  Pfal.  primo,  &c. 
the  oracles  of  God,  Rom,  iii.  2. 

B  2  vides 
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▼ides  itfelf  into  thefe  two,'viz.  i.  Whether  any  other  books  ar/ 
to  he  received  with  the  fame  authority^  which  they  are ;  and,  2. 
Whether  they  are  all  of  them  of  the  fame  authority^  which  the 
Church  allows  them  by  admitting  them  into  her  Canonm 

If  we  confider  either  of  thefe  queftions,  we  {hall  find  it 
perhaps  not  fo  eafily  fol  vcd,  as  we  are  apt  to  imagine. 

I.  As  to  the  firft,  viz.  Whether  there  are  any  other  books  i^ 
be  admitted  as  Canonical^  befde  thofe  which  now  are  ;  it  will 
appear  difficulty  if  we  confider, 

1.  The  number  of  books  that  claim  admijjion  is  very  confider  a* 
hie.  Mr.  Toland,  in  his  celebrated  catalogue  %  has  prefented 
us  with  the  names  of  above  eighty,  which  he  would  have  us 
receive  mth  the  fame  authority,  as  thofe  we  now  do*  I  can- 
not do  him  that  honour,  which  Mr.  Nye  does  in  his  Anfwer**, 
viz.  to  fay  his  catalogue  is  complete ;  for  it  will  fufficiendy 
appear,  there  are  many  more  of  the  lame  fort^  which  he  has 
not  mentioned. 

2.  Their  pretences  are  fpecious  and  plaujiblcj  for  the  moft 
part  going  under  the  names  of  our  Saviour  himfelf,  his  Apof^ 
ties,  their  companions,  or  immediate  fuccefltbrs. 

3.  They  are  generally  thought  to  be  cited  by  the  firji  Chrif 
tian  writers  with  the  fame  authority  (at  leaft  many  of  them) 
as  the  facred  books  we  receive.  This  Mr.  Toland  labours  hard 
to  perfuade  us;  but,  what  is  more  to  be  regarded,  men  of 
greater  merit  and  probity  haVe  unwarily  dropped  expreffions  of 
the  like  nature.  Every  body  knows  (fays  the  learned  Cafau- 
bon  againft  Cardinal  Baronius*),  that  Jufiin  Martyr^  Gfe- 
mens  Jlexandrinus^  Tertulliany  and  the  refi  of  the  primitive 
writers^  were  wont  [laudare  libros]  to  approve  and  cite  booksj 
which  now  all  men  know  to  be  Apocryphal.^  Clemens  Alexan^ 
drinus  (fays  his  learned  annotater  Sylburgius^)  was  too  much 
pleafed  with  Apocryphal  writings.  Mr.  Dodwell  (in  his 
learned  dilTcrUtions  on  Irenseus  *)  tells  us^  that  till  Trajan^  or 
perhaps  Adrian* s  timcy  no  Canon  was  fixed ' ,  the  fuppojiti'' 


*  *  Amyntor,  p.  so,  &c.  '  Amiot.  in  Clem.  Oper.  in  ip(b 

*  page  21.  £ne. 

*  Exercit.  z.  ad  Apparat. Baron.         *  DUTert.  i.  §.  %t^  39. 
Annai.  N.'tS.  p.  54. 
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thus  pieces  of  the  beretich  were  received  by  tbe  faithful^  tbe 
Apoftlis  writipgs  bound  up  with  their Sy  and  indifferently  ufedin 
tbe  Churches^.  To  mention  new  no  more,  the  learned  Mr* 
Spanheim  obferves,  that  Clemens  Alexandrinus  and  Origen 
very  often  cite  Apocryphal  booh  under  the  exprefs  name  of  Scrips 
ture\  What  thefe  books  are,  with  the  whole  of  their  pre- 
tences and  claims,  I  deiign  hereafter  particularly  to  examine  ; 
and  now  only  to  infer  hence,  that  it  is  not  fo  eafy  a  matter, 
to  fettle  the  Canon  of  the  New  Teftament,  as  is  generaUy 
imagined. 

4.  Hence  the  Canon  has  been  judged  imperfe^y  and  it  has 
been  thought  neceffary  by  feveral  learned  men,  that  fame  other 
boots  which  are  in  beings  and  the  remaining  fragments  of  thofe 
which  are  hfiy  Jhould  he  received.  This  will  but  too  largely 
appear  hereafter :  in  the  mean  time,  I  (hall  only  obferve  the 
fenliments  of  two  learned  men  on  this  matter,  whofe  names 
are  well  known  among  us ;  viz.  the  prefent  Archbifhop  of 
Canterbury,  and  Mri  Whifton.  ^ 

The  former,  in  his  Preliminary  Difcourfe  to  bis  Englifli 
Tranflation  of  the  Apoftolical  Fathers,  tells  us,  ch.  x.  §.  4* 
**  That  we  cannot  with  any  reafon  doubt  of  what  they  deliver 
^  to  us  as  the  Gofpel  of  Chrift,  but  ought  to  receive  it,  if 
**  not  with  equal  veneration,  yet  but  with  a  little  lefs  refpe<9: 
•*  than  we  do  the  facred  writings  of  thofe,  who  were  their 
**  matters  and  inftrudors.  §.  11.  That  we  are  to  look  upon 
^  the  writings  of  thefe  holy  men,  as  containing  the  pure  and 
*'  uncorrupted  doflrine  of  our  bleffed  Saviour  and  his  Apof- 
U  ties.  That  thefe  writers  were  not  only  qualified  by  ordinary 
**  means  to  deliver  the  Gofpel  of  Chrift  to  us,  but  in  all  pro- 
<^  bability  were  endued  with  the  extraordinary  affiftance  of  the 
**  Holy  Spirit  too  j  fo  that  what  they  teach  us  is  not  to  be 
*'  looked  upon,  as  a  mere  traditionary  relation  of  what  had 
^<  been  delivered  to  them,  but  rather  as  an  authoritative  decla* 
«'  ration  of  the  Gofpel  of  Chrift  to  us.  §.  23.  That  they  were 

*  Dr.  Clarke  aflerts  the  very  famey     ^re  bound  in  diftinft  volumes  from 
as  to  tbe  proroifcuous  citation^of    '  thofe  ot  the  Apoliies.    Reflect,  oa 
ours  and  otiier  .books^  and  is  quite      Amyntor,  p.  44. 
miitaken  in  faying,  that  Mr.  Dod.         ^  Hiftor.  Chriflian.  Secul.  3.  p. 
wdl  owns  the  Apocryphal  books     7o6« 

83^  *<  infpired 
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^  infpired  men,  and  therefore  not  only  have  not  ttiiftafcen  fter 
**  minds  of  the  Apoftles,  but  were  not  capable  of  doing  it, 
«  §.  29.  That  they  muft  be  looked  upon  to  have  nothing  in 
*^  them  but  what  was  thought"  (and  confequently  which  We 
are  to  think)  "  worthy  of  all  acceptation,  §.  30.  That  they 

<*  have  received  a  more  than  human  approbation r-^d  con- 

^*  tain  the  true  and  pure  faith  of  Chrift,  without  the  leaft  error 
« intermixed  with  it."   It  is  not  my  bufinefs  here  to  enquire 
into  the  truth  of  thefe  ^flertions,  nor  will  I  venture  to  give 
my  opinion  in  the  matter,  till  I  have  produced  the  beft  argu-« 
ments  I  can  to  fupport  it,  which  will  be  done  in  the  third 
part  of  this  work ;  only  this  I  cannot  but  obferve,  that,  not- 
withftanding  all  this,  many  learned  men  have  thought  feveral 
of  thefe  Apoftolical  pieces  not  only  fpuriouSj  but  filly  arid  ri- 
diculous ;  and  fince  thefe  books  (which  are,  and  always  have 
been  excluded  the  Canon)  are  of  fo  great  authority  with  fo 
great  and  learned  a  writer,  that  fcarce  any  thing  more  can  be 
ikid  of  the  Canonical  books  themfelves,  it  is  a  neceilary  anct 
natural  inference,  that  it  is  a  work  much  harder  than  is  ge- 
nerally imagined,  to  fettle  the  Canon  of  the  New  Teftament. 
How  much  Mn  Whifton  has  enlarged  the  Canon  of  the 
New  Teftament,  is  fufficiently  known  to  the  learned  among 
us.     For  the  fake  of  thofe  who  have  not  perufed  his  truly 
valuable  books,  I  Would  obferve,  that  he  imagines  the  **  Con- 
^  ftitutions  of  the  Apoftles  to  be  infpired,  and  of  greater  au* 
**  thority  than  the  occafional  writings  of  Angle  Apoftles  and 
^  Evangelifts.     That  the  two  Epiftles  of  Clemens,  the  Doc- 
^*  trine  of  the  Apoftles,  the  Epiftle  of  Barnabas,  the  Shepherd 
*^  of  Hermas,  the  fecond  book  of  Efdras,  the  Epiftles  of  Igna- 
^*  tius,  and  the  Epiftle  of  Polycarp,  are  to  be  reckoned  among 
"  the  facred  authentick  books  of  the  New  Teftament ;  as  alfo 
^«  that  the  A6ts  of  Paul,  the  Revelation,  Preaching,  Gofpel 
*^  and  Afts  of  Peter,  were  facred  books,  and,  if  they  were  ex- 
^  tant,  fliould  be  of  the  fame  authority  with  any  of  the  reft  *«." 
However  this  learned  man  may  be  miftaken  in  other  matters, 
tni  though  \  hope  to  prove  the  Canon  of  the  New  Teftament 

}  Eflay  on  tl\e  Copftit.  Introd.  p.  4.  and  ch.  i. 

^ompletp 
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complete  widiout  any  of  tbefe  additions ;  yet,  as  I  think  it  a 
very  ihameful  negle£t  in  learned  men,  not  to  enquire  into  tbefe 
tilings,  fo,  I  am  fure,  be  wbo  does,  will  find  great  difficulties 
in  fettling  tbe  Canon  of  tbe  books  of  the  New  Teflament. 

II.  The  other  part  of  the  queftion  about  the  Canon  is. 
Whether  all  the  books  now  admitted  into  the  Canon  of  the  New 
Tejtanunt  are  of  equal  authority^  or  the  fame  Authority  which 
their  being  placed  in  the  Canon  fuppofes.  The  difeuffing  this 
queftion  will  appear  to  be  no  lefs  a  difficulty  than  the  former, 
if  we  confider, 

1.  That  it  is  impoffible  to  affign  any  certain  time,  when  a 
colle3ion  of  tbefe  books,  either  by  the  Apoftles,  or  any  coun- 
cil of  infpired  or  learned  men  near  their  times,  was  made. 

2.  That  they  have  been  all,  or  moft  of  them,  rejeded  by 
fome  hereticks,  or  others,  in  the  firft  ages. 

3.  That  feveral  of  them  have  not  been  received  by  thofe, 
who  did  not  go  under  the  name  of  hereticks  before  Eufebius's 
time. 

4«  That  feveral  of  them  have  had  their  authority  difputed 
by  learned  men  in  later  times. 

Though  I  hope  fully  to  confute  thefe  fpecious  objedions, 
and  all  others  that  can  be  made  againft  our  prefent  collection, 
in  the  fourth  part  of  this  book ;  yet  every  one  muft  allow 
fuch  objeCUons  to  make  the  bufmefs  of  fettling  the  Canon  not 
So  eafy,as  is  commonly  imagined. 

I.  As  to  the  firft  of  thefe,  viz.  That  we  cannot  afftgn  any 
certain  timcj  when  a  collection  of  thefe  books  was  made,  or  a  Ca^ 
non  fettled  by  the  Apoflles^  or  any  infpired  perfons  near  their 
time^  the  matter  is  too  certain  to  need  much  to  be  faid  of  it. 
Mr.  Dodwell  \  Dr.  Grabe  %  and  Dr.  Mills »,  our  beft 
writers  on  thefe  heads,  have  obferved  it  already ;  though  I 

*   Atqvi   ceite  ante  illam  epo-  §.  39. 
chaniy  quam  dixi,  Trajani,  nondum   .      ^  Canon  facrorum  librorum  non 

conftitutus   eft   librorum  facrorum  ftatim  conftitutus  eft  ab  initio  £c- 

Canon,  nee  receptus  aliquis  in  £c-  cltfias,  &c.     Spicileg.  Patr.  Tom. 

clefia  Catbolica  librorum  certus  nu-  x.  p.  320. 

menis nee  rcjefti  Haereticorum  ■  Vid.  ejus  Prolegom.  in  Novo 

Pfeudepigraphi^  &c.  Diifert.  inlren.  Teftam.  p.  23. 

B  4  hope 
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hope  to  prove  their  argumgs  on  this  head  (I  mean  of  the  twcr 
former)  to  be  fidfe  and  groundlefs. 

2.  That  many^  or  rnofl  of  the  boots  of  the  New  Teftament^ 
have  been  rejeSfed  by  hereticks  inthefirft  ages^  is  atfo  certain. 

Fauftus  Manichaeus  and  his  followers  are  fidd  to  have  re* 
je£):ed  all  the  New  Teftament,  as  not  written  by  the  Apos- 
tles •. 

Marcion  reje<^ed  all,  except  St.  Luke*^  Go^l  ^ 

The  Manichees  difputed  much  againft  die  authority  6f  St. 
Matthew's  Gofpel  "i. 

The  Alogians  reje£led  the  Gofpel  of  St  John,  as  not  his, 
but  made  by  Cerinthus  ^ 

The  A£b  of  the  Apoftles  were  rgeded  by  Severus,  and 
the  kGt  of  his  name  '• 

The  fame  rejefled  all  Paul's  Epiftles  %  as  did  alfo  the  £bi« 
onites  \  and  the  Helkeiaites  '• 

Others,  who  did  not  rged  all,  rejeded  fome  particular 
Epiftles,  of  which  inftances  will  be  given  hereafter. 

3  Several  of  the  books  of  the  New  Teftatnent  were  not  uni-' 
Verfally  received^  even  among  them  who  tvere  not  hereticksj  in 
the  firjl  ages.  Eufebius  tells  us  i^,  the  authority  of  the  fe- 
cond  Epiftle  of  Peter,  and  the  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  was 
difputed ;  and  in  another  place  %  that  the  Epiftles  of  James, 
Jude,  the  fecond  Epiftle  of  Peter,  the  fecond  and  third  Epis- 
tles of  John,  were  not  univerfally  received,  but  doubted  of  by 
fome :  the  (kme,  or  rather  more,  he  %s  of  the  Revelation  of 
St.  J^. 

4.  *  Several  of  them  have  had  their  authority  difputed  by 

learned  men  in  later  times.    Luther  and  feveral  of  his  followers 

'  utterly  rejed  the  Epiftle  of  James,  not  only  as  a  fpurious  piece, 

'  Auguft.  com,  Fauft.  Manich.  .    '  Auguft,  lib.  de  HasreT.  30.  et 

1.  32.c.2.et8.     This  is  urged  by  Epiphan.  Haercf.  51.  de  Alog. 
Toland  in  Amynt.  p.  61,  &c.  but  *  E'lfeb.  Hift.  Eccl.  i.  4.  c.  2^. 

difputed  by  Mr.  Nye  in  his  An-  *  Ibid, 

fwer,  p.  87,  &c.  1  Id.   lib.  3.  c.  27.     Vid.   ct 

p  Epiphan.  Haeref.  42.  de  Mar-  Epiphan.  Hsref.  30.  de  febion. 
^ionit,  ^  Eufeb.  Hilt.  Eccl.  1.  6.  c.  38. 

<»  Vid.  Auguft.  tpnt.  Fauft  J,  ^.  ^  Eufeb.  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  3.  c.  3^ 

3,  ct  7.  *  W.  lib.  3.  c.  15. 

'  but 
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but  as  contaimng  things  diredly  contrary  to  the  Gofpel '. 
Erafinushad  a  very  mean  opinion,  and  doubted  the  Canonical 
authority,  of  the  Revelations  **.  Calvin,  Cajetan,  and  the 
learned  Kirftenius  ^,  had  the  fame  (enttments  of  it.  But  re. 
ferring  this  and  many  other  things,  which  might  be  faid  under 
this  and  the  foregoing  heads,  to  their  proper  place,  I  {hall  only 
Infer  from  the  whole,  that  if  fo  many  books,  befide  what  vrt 
now  receive,  claim  admiffion  into  our  Canon,  in  the  judgment  * 
of  learned  men ;  if  we  can  prove  no  certain  time,  when  the  Ca- 
non was  fixed  in  the  firft,  or  beginning  of  the  (econd  century; 
if  there  were  fuch  controverfies,  not  only  among  the  orthodox 
and  heretics,  but  among  the  orthodox  themfelves,  concerning 
Ae  authority  of  feveral  books ;  and  laftly,  if  feveral  books 
have  been  rqefted  by  learned  men  of  late)  it  follows  moft 
undeniably,  tiiat  it  requires  our  utmoft  diligence  and  induftry^ 
as  being  apparently  a  work  of  the  greateft  difficulty,  to  fettle 
tiie  Canon  of  the  New  Teftament 


F 
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Thatfittling  tht  Canonical  Authority  of  tho  Books  of  the  New 
Teftanunty  is  a  Matter  of  the  greateji  Confequence  and  Im^ 
portance. 

OR  if,  on  the  one  hand,  any  book  be  received  as  the  word 
of  God,  which  is  not  fo  j  or,  on  the  other  hand,  any  book 
be  not  received  as  the  word  of  God,  which  really  is  fo,  the 
confequences  are  fatal  and  dangerous,  and  the  negle£l  of  due 
enquiry  in  fuch  a  matter  muft  needs  be  very  criminal. 

I.  As  to  the  firfl,  viz.  Receiving  books  for  infpiredy  which 
are  no^fo^  the  confequences  are  evidently  very  bad ;  as, 

1.  fTe  thereby  offer  a  notorious  affront  to  our  Maker ^  not 
only  making  him  the  author  of  lies  and  forgeries,  but  imput- 
ing  die  fidfe,  perh^  blafpbemous  conceptions  of  ilUdefignii  g 

»  See  Manton.  Pref.  to  James.  «.  Sec  the  Preface  to  Dr.  Grego* 

*  Vjd.  Annot  'm  Rev.  21  *  iy'«  Works,  p.  lo. 

men. 
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mtxij  fuggefted  by.  the  father  of  lies,  to  the  idfpiration  of  fair 
Holy  Spirit.  Thus  injurious  to  the  honour  of  God  are  md«> 
siy  of  the  Apocryphal  books  both  of  the  Old  and  New  Tefta- 
ment,  in  which  we  find^  not  only  the  mofk  filly  and  frivolous 
fiorlesy  not  like  the  difkates  of  the  Holy  Ghoft^  but  dire£l  con« 
tx'arieties  to  the  moft  certain  truths.  Thus  the  author  of  die 
book  of  Tobit  makes  his  angel  iuilty  of  a  gr^%  li$^  feying 
firft,  that  he  was  Azarias  the  fon  of  Ananias,  ch*  v.  ver.  \%m 
and  afterwards  J  ch.  xii«  ver.  i^.  that  he  was  Raphael,  one  vi 
the  feven  angels. 

The  author  of  the  Wiidom  of  Solonwn  very  plainly  at 
ferts  the  doSlrint  of  the  pre^xi/Unce  of  pul^  before  they  are 
brought  into  bodies,  ch.  viii.  ven  19,  20. 

The  author  of  Baruch  fays,  th.  i.  ver.  i,  a,  3.  that  ht  r^sul 
his  book  to  the  captives  the  fifth  year  of  the  captivity  in  Baby^ 
ion^  when  it  is  certain  the  true  Baruch  was  with  Jeremiah  i^ 

Egypt,  Jer.  xliii.  ver.  5>  6>  7- 

To  omit  a  hundred  fuch  inftanccs,  I'  (hall  only  produce  a 
few  fuch  from  the  Apocryphal  books  of  the  New  Teftament, 
by  which  it  will  appear,  how  bad  the  confequence  would  be  of 
receiving  thofe  books  for  genuine,  which  are  not.  Thus  for 
inftance  it  would  be,  fhould  any  receive  thofe  fpurious  hoois^ 
attributed  to  our  5tf7;/^«r  %  which,  the  wicked  authors  of  them 
pretended,  did  contain  thofe  magical  arts,  by  which  he  wrought 

his  miracles. 

Thus  it  would  be,  fhould  the  celebrated  Gofpel  of  the  Na^ 
zarenes  (which  Father  Simon  and  others  reckon  the  true  one 
of  St.  Matthew)  be  received  as  infpircd ;  which  makes  our 
Lord  Jcfus  Chrift  unwilling  to  be  baptized  by  John,  nay 
intimates,  he  was  not  baptized  at  all ;  that  he  queftioned,  whe- 
ther he  was  not  a  fmftcr,  &c  ••  that  the  Holy  Ghoft  took  hinx 
by  one  of  his  hairs  into  the  great  mount  Thabor,  &c  ^ 

^  Vid.  AugTjft.  de  Confcnf.  E-  autcra  eis,  Quid  peccavi,  ut  vadam 

vangel.  1.  i .  c.  9,  10.    Tom.  Opp.  et  baptizer  ab  eo,  nifi  forte  hoc  ip- 

^,  fum  quod  dixi  ignorantia  eft  ?    Hi- 

'e  Eccc  mater  Domini  ct  fratres  eronjrm.  adv.  Pelag.  1.  ^.c.  i.       ^ 

ejus  dicebant  ei,  Joannes  Baptifta  ^^      Apr*  lAaGi  ^1^  m  jinrnf  ^  Tf> 

baptizat  in  remiffipnem  peccatorum  5  ayio*  ^nvfjLU  »  fxta  t2»  Tp»x«jr  f*K, 

camus  ct  baptizemur  ab  eo.     JDixlt  xa*  ouj^inyxi  fci  iU  to  ofo?  to  fjjyct 
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In  the  hbdk^  indded  7%^  Pr inching  ofPaul^  we  have  al- 
ioxsSt  the  fame  ftoff  of  Chrift'd  tinwillingnefs  to  be  bapti2ed| 
fill  forced  to  it  by  his  mother  \  his  confeffing  his  fms,  &c  e. 

It  were  eafy  to  produce  many  fuch  inftances  \  thefe  may 
ihew  us,  of  how  dangerous  confequence  it  is,  to  receive  any 
books  for  the  Word  of  God,  which  are  not  fo,  feeing  we  im- 
pute fuch  wretched  fooleries,  nonfenfe^  and  contradidions  to 
the  ini|)!ration  of  the  Holy  Ghoft. 

2.  By  receiving  books  as  the  word  of  God,  which  are  not 
fo,  Wi  affent  to  the  mojl  grofs  and  notorious  errors  as  indubitable 
truths^  andfo  very  ofienjhall  he  Hie  to  oblige  our/elves  to  nmnf 
hutdenfome  imaginary  duties^  not  only  not  required  in  the  word 
ef  God,  hut  perhaps  dire^ly  contrary, to  the  true  mind  and  ufiU 
tfGod  revealed  in  it. 

St*  Luke  was  fo  fenfible  of  this  dangerous  confequence 
froih  d^e  many  fpurious  Apocryphal  Gofpels  extant  in  his  time^ 
Aat  he  wrote  his  Gofpel  with  this  kind  intention  to  prevent 
ft,  as  he  himfelf  informs  ns  in  his  preface^.  St«  Paul  like- 
wife,  appreheniive  of  fuch  pernicious  evils,  that  might  be  pro- 
duced by  any  fpurious  Epiftles  pretending  under  his  name  to 
i^piration,  warns  the  Theflalonians  not  to  receive  them,  nor 
be  influenced  in  their  judgment  by  them  *.  And  indeed  there 
is  apparently  the  greateft  reafon  for  care  and  caution  in  this 
matter ;  for  inftance. 

What  wretched  principles  in  Chriftianity  muft  they  have, 
who  received  the  forementioned  books,  of  Chri/i^s  working  his 
Miracles  by  magical  arts^  or  believed  him  to  be  ajinner!  What 
an  odd  religion  muft  they  profefs  and  pradife,  who  fhould  re- 
ceive that  other  book,  attributed  to  our  Saviour '',  in  which  he 
declares,  h^  was  m  way  againji  the  heathen  Gods^  &c. 


GaSu^,  Sec,  Origen.  torn.  2.  In 
Joan.  p.  58.  ct  Hieronym,  1.  ». 
Comment,  in  Mich,  vii,  6. 

«  In  hoc  libro  contra  omnea 
Scripturas,  et  Chrift^im  de  proprio 
pcccato  confitentem  invcnies — et  ad 
accipienduni  Joannis  Baptifma  pae- 
ne  invitum  a  matre  fua  Maria  efle 
compulfum,  &c.  Vid,  Tra6l«  de 
peu  iterando  Baptiim,  a4  calcem 


0pp.  Cyp. 

^  Luke,  i.  5.  That  this  is  the 
meaQing  of  St.  Luke's  preface,  I 
have  proved  in  my  Vindication  of 
St.  Matthew's  Gofpel  againft  Mr. 
Whifton,  and  fhall  more  fiilly  ihcw 
hereafter. 

»  2  Thcff.  ii.  2. 

k  Vid.  Auguft.  de  Confenf.  E- 
vang.  1.  I .  c»  34« 

They 
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They  who  received  the  book,  called  The  AUs  or  yournejf 
of  the  JpoJiUs^  Peter .^  J^hn^  Andrew^  Thomas^  and  Pauly  muft 
believe,  that  Chrijl  was  not  really^  hut  only  appeared  as  a 
man ;  and  wasfeen  hy  his  Difciples  in  various  forms ^  fometimes 
as  a  young  man^fometimes  as  an  old  one^  fometimes  as  a  chiU^ 
fometimes  great^  fometimes  fmall^  fometimes  fo  tall^  that  his  head 
would  reach  the  clouds ;  that  he  was  not  really  crucified  himfelfj 
hut  another  in  hisfiead^  while  he  laughed  at  thofe  who  imagined 
they  crucified  hinty  &c.  ^ 

A  little  acquaintance  with  Chriftian  antiquities  will  furnifb 
us  with  various  inftances  of  this  fort.  Pretences  to  inipiration 
were  very  frequent  in  the  firft  ages,  and  it  was  the  conftant 
artifice  of  evil-minded  defigning  men,  to  publifh  their  errors 
under  the  great  name  of  fome  Apoftle,  or  infpired  writer,  in 
order  the  more  effeAually  to  propagate  them  among  the  un- 
thinking multitude.  Irenxus  tells  us  °*,  the  Gnoftics  for  thiA 
purpofe  made  a  prodigious  number  of  Apocryphal  andjpurious 
Seriptures  in  his  time ;  and  it  is  well  known,  that  Bafilides, 
Apelles,  Cerinthus,  Marcion,  Tatian,  and  many  other  of  &e 
iirft  heretics,  purfued  the  (ame  method  with  too  great  fucceis* 
Thus,  to  give  now  no  other  inftance,  the  Nicolaitans,  men- 
tioned Rev.  ii.  6.  forged  a  book  under  the  name  of  the  infpired 
Apofile  Matthias ",  tojuflify  tbemfelves  in.  the  e^ecrabU  vice  of 
the  communion  of  women  ^  Thus  doeS' the  receiving  ipurious 
books,  under  fpecious  pretences,  lay  us  under  a  neceifity  of 
errors  in  doctrine  and  pra£i:ice ;  and  it  is  not  without  concern^ 
that  I  put  the  reader  in  mind  of  a  living  inftance  of  this  in  the 


*  See  this  whole  matter  related 
by  the  learned  Photlus,  who  rtad 
the  book  Biblioth.  Cod.  cxiv.  I  am' 
apt  to.  think  it  was  in  the  Gofpel 
of  ^Baillides  alio,  fince  fuch  a  Gof- 
pel  there  certainly  was }  and  Irenae. 
\is  adv.  Haeref.  1. 1.  c. 23.  and EpU 
phaniiis  Haeref.  24.  tell  us,  Baiili- 
des  and  his  followers  faid,  it  was 
not  Chrift  that  was  crucified)  but 
Simon  of  Cyrene. 

N.  B.  If  thefe  were  the  A5ts  of 
peter,  Mr.  Whifton  would  have 
reckoned  them  among  the  facred 


books ;  he  muft  fbike  out  feveral  of 
thefe  to  make  room  for  it. 

"*  'AfAvBnron  «9'^?^o;  avoxpvtpup 
xeit  iM^up  y^(ffZf  ivXatcWm  Adv. 
Haeref.  1.  i.  c.  17. 

**  Clem.  Alex.  Strom.  I.  3.  p. 
436. 

°  It  is  ioppofed  by  learned  men, 
that  the  Tiaditions  of  Matthias 
cited  by  the  Nicolaitans,  was  a 
book,  though  perhaps  properly 
called  Traditions,  being  never  writ- 
ten. 

learned 
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learned  Mr.  Wbifton,  whom  one  cannot  without  compaflion 
behold  honeftly  paying  the  greateft  regard  to  the  pretended 
Conftitutions  of  the  Apoftles,  and  not  daring  (as  he  lays)  any 
man  to  difielievi  the  do&rineSy  or  difobey  the  duties  therein  deii» 
vered  and  enjoinedy  than  he  dare  do  the  like^  as  to  the  known  doc-' 
trines  and  duties  plainly  contained  in  the  uncontefted  books  of  the 
New  Tejlament  p. 

II.  It  muft  needs  alfo  be  of  very  bad  confequence^  that  any 
book  be  excluded  from  the  Canon,  which  really  is  the  word  of 
,God;  for  hereby, 

1.  We  caft  contempt  upon  God  and  his  Spirit,  in  refufing 
to  hear  what  the  Lord  our  God  hath  fpoken  to  us. 

2.  We  are  injurious  to  ourfelves,  as  we  deny  ourfelves  the 
nfe  of  the  means  of  £dvation. 

Thus  the  Ebionites,  Manichees,  and  moft  of  the  primitive 
herettcks,  by  difowning  feveral  parts  of  the  New  Teftament, 
feQ  into  thde  errors,  which  proved  <fo  fatal  to  their  moft  im- 
portant interefts. 


O  B  S  E  R  V.  III. 

Notwithjlanding  the  importance  of  this  fubjeSf^  a  very  tonjidera- 
ble  number  ofthofey  who  are  called  Chrijiians^  are  dejlitute  of 
anyjuft  arguments  for  their  belief  of  the  Canonical  Authority 
of  the  prefent  Books  of  the  New  Tejiament. 

THOUGH  L  would  by  no  means  be  the  occafion  of  ihock- 
ing  any  peribn's  faith  in  a  bufinefs  of  this  nature,  yet  I 
think  the  prefent  ob&rvation  to  be  fo  much  to  my  prefent  pur« 
pofe,  and  withal  fo  very  true,  that  I  cannot  pafs  it  over,  though 
it  be  on  a  fubje£l  fo  difagreeable.  He,  who  has  but  the  leaft  oc-* 
calion  to  acquaint  himfelf  i/^th  the  religious  ftate  of  mankind, 
cannot  but  with  furprifing  concern  have  obferved,  how  flen* 
iler  and  uncertain  the  principles  are,  upon  which  men  receive 
the  Scriptures  as  the  word  of  God*    The  truth  is  (though  a 

'  Eflay  on  Conftitut.  Introd.  p.  tx. 

vtry 
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very  melancholy  one),  that  many  perfons  commence  religfoM" 
at  firft  they  don't  know  why,  and  fo  with  a  blind  zeal  perfift 
In  a  religion,  which  is  they  don't  know  v^at ;  by  the  chanc«f 
of  education,  and  the  force  of  cuftom,  they  receive  thefe  ScrifiH 
tures  as  the  word  of  God,  without  making  any  ferious  en-* 
quiries,  and  confequently  without  being  able  to  give  any  kX\i 
reafons,  why  they  believe  them  to  be  fuch.  This  has  been 
obferved  and  lamented  by  our  beft  divines  long  finee,  and  by 
none  more  than  the  pious  Mr.  Baxter,  in  whofe  words  I  fliall 
rather  choofe  to  exprefs  myfelf,  on  this  tender  iubje£t,  dianmy 
own :  '^  Few  Chriftians  among  us,  for  aught  I  find,  (fajrsbe^) 
^'  have  any  better  than  the  Popifh  implicit  &ith  in  dhis  point, 
*^  nor  any  better  arguments  than  the  Papifts  have,  to  prove 
"  the  Scriptures  the  word  of  God.  They  have  received  it 
*^  by  tradition:  godly  minifters  and  Chriftiaps  tell  them  fo:  it 
<^  is  impious  to  doubt  of  it :  therefore  they  believe  it.  Though 
^  we  could  perfuade  people  never  fo  confidently,  that  Scrip-i 
^  ture  is  the  very  word  of  God,  and  yet  teach  them  no  more 
^  reafon,  why  they  fbould  believe  this,  than  any  other  book, 
^^  to  be  that  word ;  as  it  will  prove  in  them  no  right  way  i^ 
^'believing,  fo  it  is  in  us  no  right  way  of  teaching.  It  is 
**  ftrange  (fays  he')  to  confider,  how  we  all  abhor  that  piece 
**  of  Popery,  as  mofl  injurious  to  God  of  all  the  reft,  which 
*'  refolves  our  faith  into  the  authority  of  the  Church ;  and  yet 
that  we  do,  for  the  generality  of  profefTors,  content  ourfelves 
with  the  fame  kind  of  faith ;  only  with  this  difference,  the 
**  Papifts  believe  Scripture  to  be  the  word  of  God,  becaufe 
*^  their  Church  faith  fo ;  and  we,  becauie  our  Church,  or  our 
*^  leaders  fay  fa  Yea,  and  many  minifters  never  yet  gave 
^  their  people  better  grounds,  but  tell  them,  that  it  is  dam-* 
*^  nable  to  deny  it,  but  help  them  not  to  the  neceflary  ante*- 
**  cedents  of  faith.  *  It  is  to  be  underftood,  that  many  a  thou«- 
**  fand  do  profefs  Chriftianity,  and  zealoufly  hate  the  enemies 
^  thereof,  upon  the  fame  grounds,  to  the  fame  end,  and  from 
^  the  fame  inward  corrupt  principles,  as  the  Jews  did  hate 
^  and  kill  Chrift.    It  is  the  religion  of  the  country,  where 

^  Saint's  Reft^  part  2.  §.  x^  p.      '  Ibid.  §.  2.  p.  201. 
197.  ^  Ibid.  §.  2.  p.  202. 
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^  erery  man  is  reproached,  that  believes  odierwife ;  they  were 
s^  born  and  brought  up  in  this  belief,  and  it  hath  increafed 
^^lA  them  upon  the  like  occafions.  Had  tfaey  been  born 
^and  bred  in  the  religion  <^  Mahomet,  they  would  have 
^  been  as  zealous  for  him.  The  difference  betwixt  him  and 
f^a  Mahometan,  is  more  that  he  lives  where  better  laws  and 
^  religion  dwell,  than  that  he  hath  more  knowledge  or  (bund- 
^  nefs  of  apprehenfion/'  Thus  far  he ;  nor  is  the  cafe,  I  fear, 
mudi  altered  for  the  better  fince  his  time.  What  forry  rea« 
fons,  when  alked,  are  the  generality  of^rfons  able  to  give  for 
the  divine  authority  of  Scripture !  Nay,  to  ufe  Mr.  Baxter's 
words  once  sK>re,  ^'  Are  the  more  exercifed  underilanding 
^  fort  of  Chriflians  ^le,  by  found  arguments,  to  make  good 
^  the  verity  of  Scripture  ?  Niy,  are  the  meaner  fort  of  minif- 
^  ters  in  England  able  to  do  this  i  Let  them  that  have  tried, 
"judged**  If  the  queftion  be,  why  Barnabas's  Epii^le  be 
rejed^d,  and  Jude*8  received ;  why  the  Gofpel  of  Peter  was 
excluded,  and  the  Epiftle  of  Peter  admitted  into  the  Canon  as 
the  word  of  God,  &c.  alas  !  how  little  fhall  we  have  given  in 
onfwer,  unlefs  what  Mr.  Baxter  fays,  we  believe  as  the  Church 
dsesf  As  for  thofe  happy  perfons,  who  are  able,  by  the  in- 
ternal teflimofliy  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  to  diftinguifli  between  Ca- 
nonical and  Apocryphal  books,  I  fhall  fay  nothing  now ;  only 
obferve,  their  number  is  very  fmall,  diefigning  hereafter  to  do 
ail  poffihie  juflke  to  this  argument,'  fo  much  infifled  on  by 
our  firft  Reformers.  What  I  have  now  to  do  is  to  obferve, 
from  the  melancholy  experience  we  have  of  perfons  ignorance 
of  die  grounds  of  Scripture-belief,  how  neceilary  it  is  we 
fliould  ufe  our  utmoft  endeavours  to  remove  it.  Not  that  I 
think  it  neceflary,  or  indeed  poffible,  for  every  one  to  fearch 
the  antient  {"ecords  of  Chriflianity ;  but  that  thofe,  who  are 
able^  fliould  do  it,  and  endeavour  to  convey  as  much  know* 
ledger  as  may  be,  of  thefe  matters  into  the  minds  of  thpfe  who 
cannot.    And  certainly  this  muft  be  of  the  utmoft  neceflity ; 

5   Ibid.  §«  X*  p.  197. 
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1.  Our  ajfent  to  any  proportion  can  only  be  in  proportion  to  iti 
evidence.  The  truth  is,  lays  the  learned  Mr.  Hooker  % 
^  That  how  bold  and  confident  foever  we  may  be  in  words^ 
*<  when  it  cometh  to  the  point  of  trial,  fuch  as  the  evidence  is^ 
*'  which  the  truth  hath,  either  in  itfelf,  or  through  proofs 
^fuch  is  the  heart's  aiTent  thereunto;  neither  can  it  be 
<^  ftronger,  being  grounded  as  it  (hpuld  be."  This  evidently 
appears  from  the  nature  of  things ;  and  therefore,  as  perfons 
evidences  for  the  truth  of  Scripture  are,  fuch  will  be  their 
ailent. 

2.  In  proportion  to  tbe  degree  of  our  ajfent  to  any  trutby  will  be 
its  influence  upon  us.  This,  however  it  may  feem  at  firft,  will^ 
upon  cloie  enquiry,  be  found  no  lefs  true  than  the  former. 
There  feems  to  be  no  other  way  poffible  of  accounting  for 
men's  difregard  of  the  important  duties  of  religion,  but  by 
fuppofing  tlieir  tacit  difbelief  of  its  principles.  ^  For  my 
*<  own  part  (fays  Mr.  Baxter "")  I  take  it  to  be  the  greateft 
^  caufe  of  coldnefs  in  duty,  weakneb  in  graces,  boldnefs  in 
*^  finning,  and  unwillingnefs  to  die,  &c.  that  our  faith  is  ei- 
^  ther  unfound  or  infirm  in  this  point.  This  worm  lying  at 
^  the  root,  caufeth  the  languifhing  and  decay  of  the  whole.'* 
Sl  Paul,  by  this  very  means,  accounts  for  the  ftrange  difobe^ 
dience  of  the  Ifraelites,  viz.  they  did  not  really  believe  the  ' 
promifes.  (See  Heb.  iv.  2.)  And  it  is  a  fort  of  proverbial 
and  very  jufl  obfervatioh,  that  unbelief  is  thefource  of  or  is  in^ 
all  our  fins.  It  were  eafy  to  (ay  a  great  deal  to  fupport  the 
allertion,  of  the  proportion  that  is  in  our  praAice  to  our  faith^ 
not  only  in  principles  of  religion,  but  all  other  things;  I  Ihali 
only  now  make  this  reflexion,  that  if  it  be  fo,  we  are  propor« 
tionably  concerned,  as  we  would  have  our  pra£lice  agreeable 
to  the  will  of  God,  to  .ufe  our  befl  endeavours  to  get  the 
ftrongeft  evidence  for  the  authority  of  the  facred  books. 

"  Ecclefiad.  Polit.  book  a.  p.         '  Ublfupr.  p.i97.  Seep.  199) 
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mjot  tbmgb  it  be  a  Matter  of  fr  great  Difficulty  and  Impert^- 

ancey  ta  ietermne  the  Caiumcal  Autbmty  oftbe  Books  of  the 

New  Tejtamentj  and  though  the  generality  of  Chriftians  are 

fo  very  ignorant  in  this  Matter  %  yet  very  little  has  been  done 

by  learned  Men  on  this  Subje£f. 

IT  is  indeed  ftrange,  that  in  fo  great  a  variety  of  books*  of 
all  forts,  fo  few  or  none  fhould  have  been  publifhed  on 
this  fubjefl.  It  muft  be  remembered,  that  I  am  now  (peak- 
ing only  of  tl^e  New  Teftament  $  for  about  the  Canon  of  the 
Old,  Chamier,  Whitaker,  Dr.  John  Reynolds,  Dr.  Cofin, 
Spanheim,  Bifhop  Burnet,  and  many  others,  have  written 
much,  and  to  good  purpc^e.  Mr.  Du  Pin  is  the  only  one  I 
know,  who  has  wrote  purpofely  on  the  Canon  of  the  New  ; 
befide  what  has  been  wrote  occafionally  in  the  Prefaces  and 
Prolegomena  of  commentators  on  particular  books,  and  the 
Refle^ons  of  Mr.  Nye,  Mr.  Richard(bn,and  Dr.  Clarke  on 
Toland's  Amyntor.  The  iirfl  of  thefe  is  reckoned  the  moft 
conCderable  ;  though,  in  my  judgment,  the  other  leiTer  pieces 
have  done  much  more  to  eftablifh  the  Canon  than  this  larger 
work  of  Mr.  Du  Pin :  For, 

1.  The  greateft  part  of  the  work  is  upon  fubjefb  very  dif- 
ferent from  the  Canon  i  fuch  as,  the  purity  of  the  Greek  text, 
Ae  antient  manufcripts,  various  readings,  Latin  and  Oriental 
verfions,  the  diviHon  of  the  New  Teflament  into  titles,  chap- 
teris,  &c. 

2.  There  is  in  it  but  very  little  faid  to  eftablifh  the  Canoni- 
cal authority  of  the  books,  and  anfwer  what  is  objedled  againfl 
the  controverted  pieces  J  viz.  the  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  of 
James,  Jude,  the  fecond  Epiftle  of  Peter,  the  fecond  and  third 
of  John,  and  the  Revelations.  In  that  place  where  he  propofes 
to  eftablifh  them,  he  does  not  fpend  much  above  one  page  in 
doing  it ;  and  though,  for  the  proof  of  the  authority  of  thefe 
books,  he  names  fuch  and  fuch  Fathers  who  cited  them,  yet 
he  neither  informs  the  unlearned  reader  at  what  time  thefe 
Fathers  lived,  nor  the  learned,  in  what  part  of  their  works 

Vol.  I.  C  .  they 
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they  do  cite  them :  fo  that  the  former  muft  neceflSu'ily  be  ig- 
norant of  the  force  of  bis  argiunent^  as  the  latter  will  bcf  of 
the  truth  of  it. 

3*  His  fixth  chapter,  which  is  all  he  haa  wrote  of  the  Apo* 
eryphal  books  of  the  New  Teftament,  is  wretchefly  ^MHve, 
both  in  th^  enumerating  aiKi  confuting  thetii }  b^des  that  he 
ha§  given  us  icafce  any  -of  their  fragtnents,  and'  indeed  has 
faid  fcarce  any  thing  of  them*. 


A  METHQD 


BiTT~iii'  f      III  M^M^i^— *^i^— 1 1     I  «— 


i*a«air'«~A> 


METHOD 


FOR 


SETTLING    THE    CANON 


OF   THE 


NEW  TESTAMENT. 


I  .  ,1      f    11   imti      .■-.    >.»— - ..^ 

PART    I. 


CHAP.    I. 


01>ai  tbt  fVerd  Cznanjignifies :  How  and  t6hen  it  came  td  be 

applied  to  the  Books  rf  Stricture*  .  >- 

THE  infinitdy  good  Go^t  having  f9Votirei()  maokind  wjdgi 
a  revelation  of  his  will,  has  thereby  obliged  all  thofe, 
who  are  blefled  widi  the  knowledge  thet'eof>  to  regajcd  it'as 
the  unerring  rule  of  their  faith  and  prance.  Und^r  this  chaU 
raflcr,  the  Prophets,  Apoftles,  and  other  waiters  of  the  facreit 
books,  publifhed  and  delivered  them  to  the  world ;  and  <a^ 
this  account  thej  were  dignified  above  all  others  with  tt\.^ 
titles  of  the  Canon  and  CanonicaL  TheiWord  Canon  \9ion^ 
ginally  Greek,  and  did  in  t^^t  language,  (as  well  as  in  the 
Latin  afrerwards)  commonly  Atnott  that  which  was  a  rulei 
or  Jlandariy  by  which  other  things  were  to  be  examined  and 

C  2  judged. 


20 


The  Senfe  rf 


PART.  I» 


judged  u  And  inafinuch  as  the  books  of  divine  iftipiradon 
contained  the  moft  remarkable  rules,  and  the  moft  impor- 
tant direAions  of  all  others,  the  colle£tion  of  them,  in  time,^  ob- 
tained the  name  of  the  Canorty  and  each  book  was  called  Ca^ 
nottical.  At  what  time  they  were  firft  thus  called,  is  not 
very.eafy  to  determine.  Some  imagine  St.  Paul  himfelf  to 
have  given  this  tide  to  the  facred  books  extant  in  his  time. 
Gal.  vi.  1 6.  and  Phil.  iii.  i6  **•  But  the  Apoftle  feems  in  thofe 
places  rather  to  fpeak  of  the  dofbine  of  the  Gofpel,  than 
any  books  which  contained  it ;  although  it  is  very  probable 
that  St.  Paul's  ufing  the  word  Canon  in  thefe  places,  was  the 
occafion  of  its  afterwards  being  afExed  to  the  books  themfelves* 
This  feems  the  moft  genuine  account  of  the  original  of  diis 
appellation;  nor  do  I  know  of  any  other  that  has  been,  or 
can  be  afSgned,  befide  that  of  Mr.  Du  Pin  and  Mr.  Whif- 

ton. 

The  former  *  fuppofes  the  word  Canon  to  denote  the  fame 

as  Catalogue^  and  the  infpired  books  to  be  called  Canonical^ 
only  becaufe  the  catalogue  of  them  was  ^y led  the  Canon.  Bu^ 
in  anfwer  to  this,  it  will  be  fufficient  to  obferve,  that  the? 
Greek  word  is  never  ufed  in  that  fenfe,  which  he  fuppofes,  in 
any  prophane  writers,  nor  even  among  the  Chriftians  till  the 
fourth  century ;  before  which  time  the  word  was  certainly  ap- 
plied to  the  facred  volume.  - 

Mr.  Whifton<i  imagines  the  Canon  of  Scripture,  or  the 
Canonical  books  of  the  Old  and  New  Teftament,  are  thofe, 
and  only  thofe,  which  are  inferted  into  the  laft  Apojlolical  Ca^ 
mn^  and  were  fo  ftyled  by  the  anttents  only  on  that  account. 


*  The  word  K<#»»  feems  origin- 
aEy  to  hare  fignified  the  Topgfif  of 
tf  Balance,  or  that  fmall  part  of  the 
fcales,  which,  by  its  perpendicular 
fituation,  determhies  the  eTen  poize 
or  weight  j  or,  by  its  inclination  ei- 
ther way,  the  uneven  poize  of' the 
things  which  are  weighed.  .  So  the 
?ncient.  Greek  fcholiSt  of  Arifto- 
phanes  has  obferved  t)n  xayora?.] 


x«t  ils  tVoT»jT«  raurviv  olyov.     In 
Ran.  V.  8ii* 

mjfuf,  Ariftot.  Politic.  1.  2.  c.  10, 

**   £To»;^Er»  xoLfon  t«T6>.'     Vjd. 

Michael.  Walther.  Offic'  Bibl.  §. 

^  Hiftoiy  of  the  Canon  of  the  Old 
T%ft.  b.'i.  c.  I.  §.  2. 

^  Eflay  on  th^  Apoftpl.  Ccmftit, 
CI.  §.  6, 

But 


c6At>.  t*  the  fFord  Canon^  2t 

But  die  fpurioufnefs  of  thefe  pretended  Apoftolical  Canons 
being  a  matter  fo  univerfally  agreed  on,  and  in  itfelf  fo  very 
certain,  as  I  fhall  ihew  hereafter,  I  need  now  fay  no  more  to 
difprove  ifais  opinion ;  only  will  obferve  thefe  two  or  three 
things:  viz* 

I.  That  if  the  antients  ftylcd  the  facred  books  Canonicali 
becaufe  they  are  recited  in  the  eighty-fifth  Canon  of  the 
Apoftles,  then  it  will  moft  undeniably  follow,  that  all  and 
every  one  of  the  biioks  recited  therein  muji  equctily  have  been  re^- 
puted  or  called  CanonicaL  But  the  contrary  to  this  is  fuffi- 
ciendy  known ;  nor  can  any  one  (ingle  inftance  be  produced 
out  of  any  of  the  firft  writers  of  Chriftianity,  in  which  either 
the  Book  of  Judith,  the  three  Books  of  the  Maccabees,  the 
Wifdom  of  Syrach,  among  the  books  of  the  Old  Teftament ; 
or  the  two  Epiflles  of  Clemens,  or  the  Apoftolical  Conftitu- 
dons  of  Clemens,  among  thofe  of  the  New,  were  reputed 
Canonical ;  yet  are  each  of  thefe  inferted  in  the  forementioned 
Canon,  which  goes  under  the  Apoftles'  names  :  an  argu«- 
.ment  fufficient  of  itfelf  to  prove  the  fpurioufnefs  of  thefe  Ca-* 
nons ',  the  books  therein  recommended  being  not  only  evi- 
dendy  fi£litious,  but  in  many  things  contrary  to  the  known 
dodrine  of  the  Apoftles. 

2*  On  the  pther  hand,  if  the  books  were  called  Canonical 
on  account  of  their  infertion  in  this  Canon  of  the  Apoftles, 
then  it  feems  utterly  inconceivable,  how  any  book  or  books  could 
be  ever  reckoned  Canonical^  which  are  not  found  in  it.  How, 
for  inftance,  could  the  book  of  Revelations  be  reckoned  Ca- 
nonical, which  is  not  inferted  in  diis  Canon  ?  And  ]ret  we  find 
it  exprefsly  mentioned  under  this  tide  by  the  antients  very 
early  :  for  Origen,  reckoning  up  the  facred  books  (tov  iHxX9}(r»- 
«nxoir  fvxdrlvp  xafopoc,  reciting  the  Canonical  books^  as  £ufebius 
phrafes  it<}  among  diefe  mentions  the  .Revelation  written  by 
John.  Now  if  only  the  books  mentioned  in  diis  Apoftolical 
Canon  were  called  Canonical,  how  came  this  book,  not  men- 
tioned there,  to  be  called  fo  i  How  came  this  by  the  name^ 
as  well  as  the  reft  mentioned  there  ?     To  fay  a  book  is  Ca- 

*  Orig.  Comment,  in  Matt.  Prooem.  et  Eufeb.  Hift.  EccL  I.  6.  c.  25. 
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nomcal,  bccaufe  recited  in  fuch  a  Canon,  and  yet  the  book 
not  there,  is  much  the  fame  as  to  iay,  the  book  is^  and  is  not 
in  the  Canon. 

Notwithftanding  what  has  been'  iaid,  diere  is  no  idoubt  but 
this  denomination  of  the  (acred  books  is  of  the  greateft  antiqui- 
ty. Zrenseus,  fpeaking  of  the  Scriptures,  ftyles  them^  tm  xa«ov« 
Tn^  i>^^%  i*  e.  the  Canon  of  Truth  ^  Clemens  Akxandrinus, 
deputing  with  fome  heretics  of  his  time,  blames  them  for 
making  ufe  of  Apocryphal  Scriptures,  cboopng  rather  tofolkw 
any^  than  the  true  Canonical  Gofpels  g.  Eufebius  ^  in  lb  many 
words  tells  us,  that  Origen,  in  his  Expofition  on  Matthew,. 
enumerates  the  booh  of  Scripture  according  to  the  Canon  of  the 
Church ;  i.  e.  the  Canon  received  apd  eftablifked  in  the 
Church.  Athanafius  ^  (if  that  book  be  his,  de  Sjnopf.  Scrip- 
tur.)  expre&ly  mentions  the  books  of  Scripture,  as  contained 
in  a  certain  Canon*  And  Epiphanius  ^j  fpeaking  of  the  he-, 
retics  called  Apotadicks,  fays,  they  received  the  Apocryphal 
A£is  of  Andrew  and  ThomaSy  rejecting  the  Canen  received  by  the 
Church.  Philaftrius  ufes  the  diftin&ion  of  Canonical  and 
Apocryphaly  as  well  known  in  his  time  '•  I  ihall  only  add, 
that  in  the  writings  of  Ruflbi  °,  Jerome  %  and  efpecially  Au« 
fiin  %  we  meet^  with  thefe  words  In  innumerable  places. 


I  ^  Adv.  Hxref*  1. 4.  c.  69.  in  fine. 
<  Stromat.  1.  3.  p.  453. 
»*  Hifk.  Ecch  1.  6.  c.  25. 
'  Synopf.  tot.  Script,  in  initio. 
^  Hsref.  61.  §.  I. 
»  lb.  87. 

^  Expofit.  in  SymboL  Apoflol. 
juxta  finem.  ^ 


**  Prolc^.  in  Matth.  Comment,  ia 
Ephef.  c.  V*  ver.  31. 

^  Epift.  ad  Hieronym.  19.  Epift. 
adPaulin.  112.  Lib.  contra  Fauft. 
Manich.  1.  xi.  c.  5.  De  Civit. 
Dei,  1.  II.  C.3. 1. 1 5.  €.23.1.  iS. 
c.  3S.  eel.  I9.C.  xS. 
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CHAP.    II. 

An  Enquiry  into  tbi  Intimations  tbtre  an  in  tbi  ncavid 
fyritingi  of  the  NiW  Ttjtament^  of  Spurious  and  ^a-* 
crypbal  Piuos  ixtant  in  the  Afoftks*  Tvm. 

P  R  O  P;     I. 

Befide  thofe  book%  which  are  now  commonly  received 
into  the  Canon  of  die  New  Teftament,  there  have  been 
many  others,  uAder  the  names  either  of  our  Saviour,  his 
ApofUes,  or  their  contemporaries,  which  may  feem  to 
claim  the  £une  authority. 

IN  order  to  efteblifli  the  Canon  of  the  ^ew  Teftament,  it 
is  of  abfolute  neceffity,  that  the  pretences  of  all  other  books 
to  Canonical  authority  be  firft  carefully  examined  and  refuted. 
The  large  number  of  thefe  books,  the  plauflble  argumentIB 
fome  of  them  are  fupported  with,  and  the  too  favourable  and 
unguarded  expreffions  of  many  learned  men  relating  to  them 
(as  has  been  hinted  in  the  preceding  differtation,  Obferv.  L), 
make  it  impoffible  rightly  to  fettle  the  Canon,  without  a  par- 
ticular confideration  of  them.  My  firft  bufinefs  therefore 
will  be,  to  give  the>  Reader  as  large  and  particular  an  account 
of  thefe  as  I  can  \  in  order  to  which  I  obferve,  in  the  firft 
places 

That  there  are  fome  intimations  offuch  books  in  the  now  re^ 
ceived  Scriptures  of  the  New  Te/iament;  fo  very  early  was 
this  artifice  of  Satan  againft  the  true  intereft  of  Chriftianity. 
The  moft  remarkable  places  of  the  New  Teftament  are  the 
following  s  viz. 

I.  That  of  St  Luke  in  the  preface  to  his  Gofpel,  c.  i.  v.  i, 
2,  3.  Forafmuch  as  many  have  taken  in  hand  to  fet  forth  in 
order  a  declaration  of  thofe  things^  which  are  moji  furely  believed 
among  Us^  even  as  they  delivered  them  unto  usj  which  from  the 
beginning  were  eye^witnejfes  andminifiersofthe  Word^  itfeemed 
good  to  me  alfoy  having  had  perfeSi  underjianding  of  all  things 

C  4  from 
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from  the  veryfirji^  to  write  unto  thee  in  order j  mojl  excellent  Theo- 
pbilus.  A  little  confideration  on  thefe  words  will  oblige  us  to 
conclude,  that  there  were  in  St.  Luke's  time  many  iaife  and 
fpurious  gofpels,  or  hiftories  of  our  Saviour's  life  and  do6h'ine. 
For  the  defign  of  them  is  evidently  this,  to  give  Theophilus 
an  account  of  the  reafon  or  motives,  «whicfa  induced  htm  to 
write  his  Gofpel,  viz.  becaufe  many  others  had  engaged  in 
the  fame  work  befpre.  But  this  could  not  pollibly  have  been 
any  reafon  for  his  writing,  unlefs  thofe  others  had  been  de- 
feSive  or  falfe  in  their  accounts.  If  otherwife,  viz.  if  thofe 
other  Gofpels  had  been  genuine  and  true,  the  number  of  them 
{hould  rather  have  prevented  than  forwarded  him  in  his  work. 
Thus  the  antients  p,  ais  well  as  moft  modern  writers,  under- 
ftand  Saint  Luke  in  this  place  ^  :  But  having  treated  of  thi^ 
matter  more  largely  in  another  place  %  I  muft  refer  the  Reader 
there.  Nor  ihall  I  here  enquire,  what  thofe  Gofpels  were, 
which  St.  Luke  refers  to  ;  though  feveral  of  the  antients ',  and 
Dr.  Grabe '  of  late,  have  imagined,  he  efpecially  refpefted  the 
Gofpel  of  the  Egyptians  and  the  Nazarenes,  as  extant  at  that 
time.  ' 

a.  Another  inftance  of  a  fp^urious  writing  under  an  Apoftle's 
name  feems  to  me  fairly  to  be  gathered  from  thofe  words.of  St. 
Paul,  2  Their,  ii.  2.  Be  not  foon  Jhaken  in  mindy  or  be  troubled^ 
neither  byfpirity  nor  by  letter^  as  from  usy  as  that  the  day  of 
Chrift  is  at  hand.  The  plain  purport  of  which  words  is,  to  guard 
them  againft  a  groui^dlefs  expe£i:ation  they  were  in  danger  of 
being  wrought  up  to,^of  Chrift's  fecond  coming,  by  the  de- 
lufive  artifices  of  falfe  Apoftles.  He  cautions  them  not  to  be 
deceived  by  any  of  their  falfe  methods,  and  particularly  not 
by  any  Epiftle  they  (hould  produce  under  his  name.   Nothing 

?  Qrigen.  Hocnil.  in  Luc.  i.  i.  Teftam.  Par. i.e.  3. 

Euleb.   Hill.   Eccl.   1.   3.   c.    24^  r  Vindication  of  St.  Matthew's 

Ambrof.  Comment,  in  Luc.  i.  Au-  Gofpel  againft  Mr.  Whifton,  c.  2. 

guft.  de  Conlenr.  Evang.  1. 4.  c.  8.  p.  9,  &c. 

<»  Erai'mus  in  Luc.  i.   i.   Bel-  «  Origen.  Homil.  in  Luc.  1.  i. 

larm.de  Matrim.  Sacr.,1.  i.  c.  x6.  Hieron.  Pref*.  in  Matth.  Thcophy* 

Grot,  in  Luc.  i.  i.   Huct.  De-  laft.  inLuc.i.  i. 

monft. Evang.  Prop.  i.  §.  16.  Fa-  t  Spicileg.  Patr.  fecul.  x.  p.  31, 

ther  Simon  Critic.  Hiii.  of  die  New  Ire. 

can 
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canbemoreeYidently  implied  indie  words  f»in  K  IwtrtDSk  «$  ^* 
ifMm,  dian  tbat  die  Apoftle  fuipedcd  fome  (purious  Epiftle  to  be 
publi(hed  under  his  name  in  Theflalonica.  Some  of  our  beft 
expc^tors  %  not  obferving  die  force  of  the  particle  ^  here, 
have  imagined  Saint  Paul  in  thefe  words  to  refer  to  his  former 
Epiftle :  but  nodiing  can  be  more  improbable ;  for,  I.  It  ren- 
ders die  iignificant  pardcle  ik  quite  ufelefs  and  fuperfluous : 
2.  It  makes  the  Apoftle  rank  his  own  Epiftle  in  die  £une  clafs 
with  Ipurious  revelations  and  £dfe  dilcourfes,  which  he  warns 
them  not  to  be  influenced  by.  Hence  the  antient  writers  of 
Chriftianity,  TertuUian,  Origen,  and  others,  who  knew  what 
great  numbers  of  books  were  forged  early  under  the  Apoftles' 
names,  expound  this  pafiage  of  fome  fuppofidtious  pieces  faUely 
afcribed  to  St.  Paul  *  ;  and  fo  alfo  feveral  of  our  modem  writ- 
ers*. I  would  only  add,  that  this  expofition  is  moft  clearly  con- 
firmed by  the  conclufion  of  the  Epiftle,  which  runs  thus  ^,  Tit 
faltitation  of  me  Paul  with  my  awn  band^  which  is  tbe  token  in 
every  Epiftle^  fo  I  write.  In  vrfiich  words,  by  feafon  of  the  fup- 
pofitttious  Epiftle  under  his  name,  he  gives  them  a  certain  mark, 
by  which  they  (hould  be  alwtays  able  to  diftinguifli  his  genuine 
writings,  from  any  that  pretended  to  be  bis.  It  is  plain,  there- 
fore, that  even  while  St.  Paul  was  alive,  there  were  counter- 
feited  Epiftles  publiflied  under  his  name. 

3. 1  offer  it  as  a  conjedure,  that  St  Paul  hath  refped  to  the 
Apocryphal  Gojpel  of  the  Nazarenes^  in  thoie  words,  Gal.  i.  6. 
I  marvel^  thatyearefofoon  removed  from  him  that  called  you  int$ 
the  grace  of  Chrijf^  unto  another  GofpeL  •  For  though  it  is  always 
fuppofed,  the  word  Gofpel  here  means  the  do£lrine  of  the  Gof* 
pel;  yet  perhaps,  as  I  faid,  it  is  that  fuppofititious  Gofpel,  which 
die  Chriftianized  Jews  were  fo  fond  of,  that  is  here  meant. 
The  reafons  of  my  conjedure  I  (hall  lay  down  in  the  follow- 
ing obfervations ;  for  the  fupport  of  idiich,  I  think  it  needleis 

«  Beza,  Hammond>  and  Whitby  «  Grotiiis  ct  Calvin,  in  loc.  Co- 

iji  loc.  cus  Cenf.  vet.  Script.  Praefat.  Eftius 

''Tertiillian. deRefurrcft.  Cam,  in  a  Thel'.  iii.    17.  Fabrit.  Cod, 

c.  24.  Origen.  Epift.  ad  Charos  iu-  Apocr.  Nov.  Tcft.  Tom.  1^  p.  516, 

4>s  apud  Rullin.  de  dcprav.  Origen.  /  2  Theff.  iii.  17. 

to 
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to  ofibr  any  arguments^  the  things  beings  I  fuppofe)  iveU 
known  to  aU>  who  are  at  all  verfed  in  Cbriftian  antiquities* 

I,  A  great  number  of  the  converts  to  Chriftianity^  ^^fi^ft^  were 
fuch  as  profejfed  the  Jewjh  Religion^  We  are  toU,  A6ls  xxi. 
lOr  of  many  (/xvpM^)  ten  tboufands  of  Jews,  that  believed  and 
received  the  doctrines  of  Chrift.  Nor  ^e  we  to  fuppc^  this 
true  only  of  the  inhabitants  of  Jeru&lem,  and  the  land  ti  Pa* 
ieftine,  but  of  tbpfe  alfo  who  lived  in  Gentile  countries,  and 
ytxy  probably  many  of  them,  fuch  who  had  been  converted  be- 
fore from  Paganifm  to  Judaifm  ^ 

.  2»  7hefe  were  generally  fucb^  who  were  for  rmxingjndaym 
with  Qjriflianity^  and  taught  as  necejary^  not  only  a  belief  of 
Jefus  as  the  MeJJiahy  but  an  obfervance  of  the  laws  of  Mofes. 
This  is  very  evident  JFrom  the  whole  fcope  of  feveral  of  St. 
Paul's  Epiftles*  And  Epipbanius  tells  us,  the  Nazarenes  (by 
irtiich  name  thefe  half-chriftians  were  called)  differed  little  or 
nothing  from  the  Jews  in  any  things  only  thai  they  believed  in 
arifl. 

3.  The  better  to  fupport  and  propagate  their  principles^  they 
had  a  Go/pel  fuited  to  their  own  judgementSj  and  called  by  their 
own  names*  This  they  were  (o  exceeding  fond  of,  as  to  reje£l 
all(^ers\     ' 

4.  The  converts  to  Chri/iianity  among  the  Galatians  were 
certainly  miich  prevailed  upon  by  thefe  Nazar^nes^  to  intermix 
Judaijm  with  Chriflianity.  And  for  this  very  res^on  St.  Paul 
wrote  this  Epiftle  to  them,  in  order  to  prevent  their  being  any 
firther  deluded  by  them.  This  is  plain  by  die  whole  defign 
of  the  Letter  \  and  therefore, 

5.  When  in  this  Epiftle  he  makea  mention  of  any  falfe 
Goipel,  by  which  they  had  been  feduced  to  the  principles  of 
the  Nazarenes,  it  mufl  be  very  unreafonable  to  fuppofe^  he  did 
not  mean  the  GoJ^el  of  the  Nazarenes*, 

z  II  femble  qu'une  grande  par-  ■  T»  marrM^eulaup  'la^«To»,  xet\ 

tie  de  ceux  qui  embrafsBrent  les  y>j»  heoof xeu  ug  ol  'lahToi. 

premiers  I'Evangile  dans  ces  lieux-  ^^^  ^^    S^oXpy5«,  x^P*«  w 

la,  ctoientdesgensquietoientpafiez  »  «-     \    va  /         u«-. 

premierementduPaganifmedinsle  ^^^^f^rovh^if  wm^r^vKi^a,.    H«.. 

Judaifine,  et  qiri  rejurent  enfuite  la  k  ^?.V'J*/.i_    tt-h   t?    1    1 

LeligionChretienne.  Vid.LeClere.     '     '  ^id-  Eufeb.  Hift.  Eccl.  K  5. 
in  Gal.  i.  6.  c.*s.etx7. 

CoroU. 
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CoroU*  If  in  the  Apoftlcs*  times,  while  they  were  yet  alire^ 
there  were  fo  many  fpurious  and  fuppofitidous  pieces  publifhed, 
it  is  not  ftrange,  if  we  find  a  Qiuch  greater  number  after  their 
AsaA&y  as  die  Chriftian  Religion  fpresul  further;  of  which  in 
die  following  Chapter. 


CHAP.    IIL 

1  large  Catahgue  of  all  the  bjt  Apocryphal  Boohy  winch  org 
mentioned  by  the  Writers  ofthefirftfour  Centuriesj  with  tbf 
Places^  where  they  are  mentioned. 

HAVING  given  fome  account  of  die  Apocryplfal  books 
.  under  die  Apoftles'  names  during  their  life,,  I  proceed 
now  to  give  fome  account,  of  the  vaji  number  offuch  booh^ 
that  were  in  the  world foon  afierwards. 

Papias  of  Hierapolis,  who  was  one  of  St  John's  difciples, 
an  intimate  of  Polycarp,  and  called  a  perfon  of  antiquity  by  * 
Irenaeus  %  who  himlelf  lived  in  the  fecond  century,  tells  us  % 
in  the.  Preface  (^  his  Commentary  on  our  Saviour's  fayingS| 
diat  the  books  he  had  read  concerning  Chriji  were  notjo  profit  a* 
ble  to  him^  as  the  corruerfation  rf  thofcy  who  had  been  inti.'^ti 
with  the  Apojlles ;  which,  as  he  never  would  have  £ud  concern- 
ing any  ii^pired  books,  ihews  he  had  met  with  feveral,  which 
he  did  not  look  upon  as  fuch  \ 

Hegefippus  (contemporary  with  Juftin  Martyr  about  the 
year  cf  Chrift  150,  called  by  Gobarus  ^  i^x^^  ^^^i  ^*  avert- 
7wl^)  in  his  Commentaries  has  a  Difcourie  concerning  the 
Apocryphal  hook$j/everal  ofwbich^  he  ia]r$i  were  made  by  the 
Hereticis  of  his  time  K 

*  Adv.  Haeref.  1.  5.  c.  33.  with,   than  any   uncertain  tradU 
**  Apud  Euieb.  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  3.      txons. 

C.  39.  '  Vid.  Phot.  Bibliotli.  Cod.  232. 

*  If  he  had  judged  them  the  un-      p.  S94. 

doubted  writings  of  the  Apoftles,  he  *  Apud  E^tibb.  Hii&.  EccL  1.  4. 

mvfthaye  been  better  iati^bed  thtre-     c.  22. 

Irenseus 
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Irenaeus  ^  obferves,  that  the  Gnojlicks  had  in  his  time  an  tn^ 
numerable  multitude  of  fpurious  and  Apocryphal  booksy  which 
they  had  forged  to  dehide  the  more  weak  and  ignorant  fort  of 
peribns,  filled  with  the  moft  impious  and  blafphemous  afler-' 
tions.  After  thefe  times,  Origen ',  Jerome  \  Epiphanius  \ 
Ambrofe^n,  and  others,  tell  us  of  great  numbers  of  thefe 
books,  made  ufe  of  by  the  Hereticks  of  their  times.  PhilaC- 
trius,  in  his  catalogue  of  Herefies,  names  one  Harejis  Apocry- 
pha ",  viz.  of  fuch,  who  oppofed  other  books  to  the  truly  Ca- 
nonical ones. 

Of  thefe  books  fome  are  quite  lo/i,  and  not  fo  much  as  the 
name,  or  the  leaft  part  of  them  remaining.  Of  others  there 
are  fome  few  fragments  remaining  in  the  writings  of  the  Fa- 
thers, but  without  any  exprefs  intimation,  out  of  what  books 
they  were  taken.  Of  others  there  are  undoubted  fragments^ 
with  the  names  of  the  books,  from  whence  they  were  cited. 
Others  perhaps  are  fill  extant. 

For  the  better  managing  my  defign,  I  fhall  confider  them 
under  the  general  divifion  of  books  which  are  loft,  and  books 
which  are  yet  extant ;  atl4,  according  to  my  propofiil,  treat 
firft  concerning  thofe  which  are  lo/ly  or  not  extant.  And  as  it  is 
neceflary  to  my  defign,  fo  I  hope  it  will  not  be  unferviceable^ 
to  prefent  the  Reader  with  as  large  and  full  a  colle£Hon  of  thefe, 
as  I  have  been  able  to  make,  from  the  writers  of  the  four  firft 
centuries  after  the  birth  of  Chrift :  my  coUefUon  proceeds 
no  farther  for  thefe  three  reafons,  viz. 

1.  Becaufe  by  the  end  of  the  fourth  century,  or  therea- 
bouts, there  will  appear  to  be  almojl  an  univerfal  agreement 
concerning  the  Canon^  and  what  books  ihould  be  received  in* 
to  it. 

2.  Becaufe  the  writers  of  the  fucceeding  centuries  are^  upon 
iHany  accounts^  very  improper  evidences  in  this  matter, 

3.  Becaufe  the  books  mentioned  afterwards  under  the  names 
of  the  Apoftles,  &c.  have  either  very  flender^  or  indeed  no  pre- 
tences at  ally  to  Canonical  authority.     Such  are  many  of  thofe, 

*  Adv.  Haeref.  1.  i.  c.  17.  *  Adv.  Haref.  f«pe. 

•  Homil.  in  Luc.  i.  i.  *  Comment,  in  Luc.  i.  1. 
'  Prxf.  in  Matth.  n  Ha&ref.  87, 

mentioned 
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mentioned  in  Mr.  Toland's  catalogue,  under  die  pompous 
titles  of  St.  Matthew,  M^rk,  &c. 

F(xr  thefe  reafons  I  have  fpared  myfelf  die  needlefs  labour  of 
reading,  or  fearching  into  the  writers  of  the  fifth,  ^nd  foUow- 
iog  centuries  \  and  (hall  now  proceed  to  die  catalogue  itfelf. 

ACatatogue  of  Books  not  extant  now^  formerly  publiftfed  under 
the  Names  of  our  Savioury  bis  ApoJUes^  their  Companions^  t^c. 
with  the  Places^  where  they  are  mentioned  iy  any  of  the  Wrl- 
ters  of  the  firjl  four  Centuries  after  Chrijt. 

IT.  B.  The  reader  is  not  to  think  it  ftrangei  when  he  finds 
die  fame  book  mentioned  in  this  Catalogue  more  than 
once ;  my  defign  being  to  produce  every  place,  where  there 
is  any  mention  of  them. 

In  the  Firji  Century. 

AFTER  the  moft  diligent  fearch  i;ito  the  fuppofed  writers 
of  the  firft  century,  I  cannot  find,  that  any  one  of  diem 
has  mentioned  {o  much  as  one  Apocryphal  writing  by  name. 
Barnabas,  Hermas,  Clemens  Romanus,  Ignatius,  Polycarp, 
in  the  pieces  now  extant  under  dieir  names,  never,  in  any 
one  place,  cite  by  name  any  Apocryphal  Gofpel.  It  muft  in- 
deed be  confeflfed,  there  are  feveral  pafTages  in  their  writings, 
which,  as  they  are  not  in  our  Gofpels,  feem  to  be  taken  out  of 
fome  others :  but  thefe  are  all  fome  fayings  of  our  Saviour, 
which,  with  whatever  others  are  to.be  found  of  the  fame  fort, 
(hall  be  produced,  and  critically  examined,  in  the  fecond  part 
of  this  work. 

It  may  no^  however,  be  improper  here  to  obferve,  that 
there  are  two  or  three  paiTages,  from  whence  fome  have  con- 
cluded, that  befide  thofe  Epiftles  we  now  have  of  St  Paul's, 
he  wrpte  others,  now  loft.  For  inftance,  from  thofe  words, 
I  Cor.  V.  9*  I  wrote  toyou^  in  an  Epijile^  not  to  company  with 
fornicators ;  they  conclude,  he  Had  fent  die  Corinthians  an 
Epiftle  before  diat,  which  is  now  called  die  firft.  And  Mr. 
Gregory  of  Oxford  ♦  tells  us,  he  faw  a  third  EpiftU  of  St. 

*  Pre&ce  to  hi*  works,  p.  ii. 
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Paul  to  tie  Corinthians^  m  thg  j/rmenian  t&ngut^hsginmng^ 
Paul  a  fervant  of  Jefus  Chri/f^  buf  due,  and  the  otibcr  in- 
ftances,  I  deilign  particularly  to  examine  hereafter. 

In^  tbt  Secokd  C£KT0RY  thefoUounng  Apocryphal  Booti  are 

tnentiomd. 


/ 


By  H£Gisipp&5. 

"I 

The  Gofpd  according  to  the  jHebrews,  Ub.  Qnmtentar. 
aptid  Eufeh.  Hijt.  EccL  lib.  4*  c.  27^ 

BylRENJEUS* 

.    The  Gofpel  Written  by  Judas  Ifcariot*  Mverf  H^rtfi  Kb. 
X.  c.  35. 

The  Gofpel  of  Truth,  made  ufe  pf  by  the  Valentinians.  '/</• 
Ub»  3,  f.  II. 

By  H£RACLE(»f.  ^         '. 

The  Preaching  of  Peter,    Jpud  Qrigen^  libi  14.  Comment. 
f       in  Joan^  ir.  22* 

By  SERAPiaK,  Bifhc^  of  Antioch. 

The  Gofpel  of  Peter.  Lib.  de  Evang.  Pet.  apud  Eufeb. 
Hiji^  EccL  1. 1.  c.  1%. 

Dr.  Cave  faith  ^,  Serapion  has  cited  the  A&.S  of  Peters  but 
f  believe  he  is  mift^en  in  this  matter^  there  being  nothing  of 
it  in  £ufebius»  j  .  .  .  .*  . 

By  ApotLoNitrs. 

A  Catholick  Epiftlfe  of  Thertiifon  the  Montaniff ,  fijrged  in 
imitation  of  the  Apoftles.  Lib.  cont.  Cataphryg.  apudJSuJeb. 
'Hift.  EecLL  5.  c.  18. 

♦  By  Clemens  Alexandrinus. 

'    The  Golpel  according  to  the  Hebreivs,     Stromat.  L2.p^ 

380.  '     .  ' 

•  Hiil!oi'«  Liter » in  Fetrua,  p.  5. 
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The  6<rfpd  according  to  die  Egyptians.  LH.  3.  p,  452, 
465.    See  alio  p.  445. 

The  Tnulitions  of  Matthias.  Lib.  2.  p.  380.  Lib.  y.  p. 
748.    See  al(b  Lib,  3,  p.  436.. 

The  Preaching  of  Petery  or,  according  to^lbme,  of  Paul  and 
Peter,  as  one  book.  Lib.  j.p.  357.  A  2.  p.  390.  L  6.  p.  635, 
636,  et  678. 

Tlie  Revelation  of  Peter.  Lib,  Hypotopof.  apud  Etffebm 
Hift^  EccL  lib.  6.  c.  14. 

ByTHEODOTUs  Byzantius. 

Tlie  Preaching  of  Peter.   Excerpt,  feu  Eclog.  p.  809.  printed 
after  the  end  of  Clemens  Alexandrinus's  Works. 
The  Revelation  of  Peter.     Ibid,  p,  806,  807. 

By  Tertullian. 

The  A£b  of  Paul  and  Thecla.  Lih,  de  B^pttfm.  ciy. 
About  tiventy-three  years  iince>  our  learned  countryman,  Dr. 
Mills,  caufed  the  Martyrdom  of  Thecla  to  be  copied  out  of 
the  Greek  manufcript  in  the  Bodleian  Library,  and  prefented 
it  to  Dr.  Grabe,  ¥^0  has  fince  publiihed  it  in  his  Spicileg* 
Patr.  Secul.  I.  and  endeavours  to  prove  it  to  be  the  fame  with 
this  Book  mentioned  by  TertuUian.  How  right  his  conjec- 
ture is,  will  appear  when  we  come  to  examine  the  Book  itfel^ 

The  Gofpel  of  Valentinus.  Lib.  de  Prafcript.  adv.  Ha^ 
retic.  c.  49. 

The  Gofpel  of  Marcion.  Lib.  4.  adv.  Marcion.  c.  2,  4, 
et6. 

The  Gofpel  of  Peter.     Ibid.  c.  $. 

By  CAit^s,  a  Preftyter  of  Rome. 

The  Revelation  of  Cerinthus,  pretending  to  be  Apoftolical* 
Lib.  Difput.  apudEuJeb:  Hift.  Ecc'l.  I.  3.  c  28. 

In  the  Third  Century,  the  following  Apocryphal  Boots  are 

mentioned. 

By  Origen. 

The  Gofpel  according,  to  the  Egyptians.  IJomiL  in  Luc. 
i.  I. 

The 
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The  Gofpel  according  to  the  twelve  Apoftle^    Ibid, 

The  Gofpel  of  Bafilides.     Ibid. 

The  Gofpel  of  Thomas.     Ibid, 

The  Gofpel  of  Matthias.     Ibid. 

The  Gofpel  of  Peter,     Comment,  in  MattL  xiii.  55,  56. 

Tom.  I,  p.  222* 

The  Book  of  James.     Ibid. 
.   The  Dodrine  of  Peter.     Proasm.  in  Libr.  de  Princip. 

The  Gofpel  according   to  the   Hebrews,     TraSi.  8.  in 
Matth.  xix.  19. 

The  fame.     Tom.  2.  in  Joan.  p.  58. 

The  A£ls  of  Paul.    De  Princip,  I.  i.  c.  2. 

The  fame.     Tom.  2.  in  Joan.  p.  298. 

» 

By  Cyprian. 

A  fpurious  piece  under  the  name  of  Paul,  Epiji.  27. 

By  an  anonymous  writer  in  Cyprian's  time. 
The  Preaching  of  Paul.     TraH.  de  non  iurand.  Baptifm^ 
f.  30.  at  the  end  of  Cyprian's  works. 

ByLACTANTIUS. 

'f  he  Preaching  of  Peter  and  Paul  at  Rome.    De  Vera  Sap. 
I.  4.  c.  21. 

*  In  the  Fourth  Century  ate  mentioned  the  following 

Books. 

By  EusEBius. 

The  Ads  of  Peter.     Hijl.  Eccl.  /.  3.  c.  3. 

The  Gofpel  of  Peter.     Ibid. 

The  Preaching  of  Peter.     Ibid. 

The  Revelation  of  Peter.     Ibid. 

The  Afts  of  Paul.     Ibid. 

The  fame.     Lib.  3.  c.  25. 


«  Porphyry,  in  his  life  of  Pioti-  Zoroaftcr,    Zoftri^nus,   Nicotheus, 

nus,  accufes   the  Chriftians  with  Allogenes,   Mefus,  and  feveral  o- 

having  forged  feveral  books,  -  un-  thers. 
der  the  title  of  Revelations,  viz.  of 
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The  Gofpel  according  to  the  Hebrews,     Ibid. 
The  Revelation  of  Peter.     Ibid. 
The  Gofpel  of  Peter.     Ibid. 
The  Gofpel  of  1  homas.     Ibid. 
The  Gofpel  of  Matthias.     Ibid. 
The  Ads  of  Andrew  and  John.     Ibid. 
The  Gofpel  according  to  the  Hebrews,   r,  39. 
The  Gofpel  of  Tatian.    Lib,  4.  c.  29. 
The  Book  of  the  Helkefaites,  which,  they  fay,  fell  down 
from  Heaven.    Lib.  6.  r.  38. 

By  Athanasius. 
The  A<as  of  Peter.     Synopf.  S.  Scriptur.  §.  76.* 
The  Afts  of  John.     Ibid. 
The  A£b  of  Thomas.     Ibid. 
The  Gofpel  of  Thomas*     Ibid. 

By  Cyril. 

The  Gofpel  of  Thomas.     Catech.  IV.  §•  36.  and  Catechu 
VL§.3i. 
The  Go(pel  of  Scythianus,     CaUcb.  VL  §•  22. 

By  Ambrose. 

The  Gofpel  of  the  Twelve  Apoftles.  Comment,  in  Luc.  \.  i. 
The  Gofpel  of  fiafilides.     Ibid. 
The  Gofpel  of  Thomas.     Ibid. 
The  Gofpel  of  Matdiias.     Ibid. 

By  the  anonymous  Author  of  the  Works  under  the  name  of 

D10NY8IUS  the  Areopagite. 

The  writings  of  Bardiolomew  the  Apoftle.     Lib.  de  TheoL 
Mjftic.  C.I. 

*  I  confefs,  it  has  been  much  here,  yet  it  is  not  very  material  to 

i|ueftioned,  whether  that  book»  un-  our  deilgn,  whether  it  was  written 

(ier   the  name  of  AthanaiiuSy  be  by  hlm^  or  any  other  perfon  in  or 

really  his>  or  not:    but  though  I  near  his  time, 
thought  it  neceilary  to  mention  this 

Vol.  I.  D  By 
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By  Philastrius, 

The  A&s  of  Andrew.     Haref  87. 
The  fi&s  of  John.     Ibid. 
The  Ads  of  Peter.     Ibid. 
The  Ads  of  Paul.     /^/V. 

By  Jerome. 

The  Gofpel  according  to  the  Egyptians.  Prof,  in  Com^ 
ment.  in  Matth, 

The  Gofpel  of  Thomas,     Ibid. 

The  Gofpel  of  Matthias.     Ibid. 

The  Gofpel  of  Bartholomew.     Ibid. 

The  Gofpel  of  the  Twelve  Apoftles.     Ibid. 

The  Gofpel  of  Bafilides.     Ibid. 

The  Gofpel  of  Apelles.     Ibid. 

The  Gofpel  of  Peter.     CataL  Script.  Ecckf.  in  Petr. 

The  Afts  of  Peter.     Ibid.    , 

The  Preaching  of  Peter,     Ibid. 

TKe  Revelation  of  Peter. 

The  Book  of  Judgment  by  Peter.     Ibid. 

The  Gofpels  publifhed  by  Lucianus  and  Hefychiud.  Pra- 
fat.  in  Evang.  ad  Damaf. 

The.Adts  of  the  Apoftles,  by  Leuthon,  or  Seleucus^ 
Epiji.  ad  Chromat.  et  Hiliodor.  inter  0pp.  Hieronym.* 

The  Vifion,  or  Ads  of  Paul  and  Theda.  Caial.  Script. 
Ecclef,  in  Luc. 

The  Gofpel  of  Bartholomew.     Hid*  in  Pantafi. 

The  Gofpel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  or  Nazarenes. 
Ibid,  in  Matth.  et  Jacob.  Adh).  Pelag.  L^*  c.  i.  Comment., 
in  Ifai.  xi.  2.  et  xl.  1 1.  in  E%ek.  xviii.  7.  in  AdSc.  vii.  6.  Se- 
veral places  in  his  Commentary  on  Matthew,  viz.  vi»  ii« 
xii.  13.  xxiii.  35.     FicL  Grab.  Spicilfg.  Pair.  Tom.  i.p,  30. 

By  Epiphanius. 
The  Gofpel  of  PerfefUon.     Hare/.  26.  Gnoftii.  §.  2. 

*  Some  have  imagined  this  E-      Cafaub.  Exercit.  i.  ad  Apparat. 
piftle  not  to  be  Jerome's.    SeeSixt.      Btren.  Annal*  H*  39.  iait. 
Sentns.   Biblioth.   San6l.  1.  z.  et 
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The  Gofpel  of  Eve.     Ibid. 

The  Gofpel  of  Philip.     Ibid.  §•  I3. 

The  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes.     Haref.  29.  §.  9- 

The  Gofpel  of  the  Ebionites.     Haref.  30.  §.  13. 

The  Adls  of  the  Apoftles,  made  ufe  of  by  the  Ebionites, 
different  from  Luke's.     Ibid.  §,  16. 

Books  forged  by  the  Ebionites  ninder  the  names  of  John, 
James,  Matthew,  and  others  of  our  Lord's  Difciples.     Ibid. 

§•  23. 
The  A£b  of  Peter.     Ibid.  §.15. 

The  Gofpel  of  Jude.     Haref,  38.  Caian.  §.  i. 

The  Anabaticon,  or  Revelation  of  Paul.     Ibid.  §.  2. 

The  Gofpel  of  Marcion.     Haref  42.  Prooem.  Refut. 

The  Gofpel  of  the  Encratites.     Haref.  46.  §.  i. 

The  A£ts  of  Andrew,  John,  and  Thomas.     Haref.  47. 

§.  I. 

The  Gofpel  of  Cerinthus.  •  Haref  51.  §.  7. 

*  The  Gofpel  of  Merinthus.     Ibid. 

The  A£ls  of  Andrew  and  Thomas.    Haref  61.  §.  i* 

''The  Gofpel  of  the  Egyptians.     Haref  62.  §.  2. 

The  A£ts  of  Andrew.     Haref  63.  §.  2. 

The  Gofpel  of  Scythianus.     Haref  66.  §.  2. 

By  Austin. 

Some  Books,  which  claimed  our  Saviour  for  their  Author, 
in  form  of  an  Epiftle  to  Peter  and  Paul.  De  Confenf  Evang. 
1.  i.  c.  9)  10. 

Some  other  Books  of  our  Saviour's."     Ibid.  c.  34. 

An  Epiftle  of  Chrift,  produced  by  the  Manichees.  Cont. 
Faujt,  Munich.  \.  28.  c.  4. 

A  Hymn  of  Chrift's,  which  he  taught  his  Difciples,  received 
by  the  Prifcillianifts,  and  other  hereticks,  as  genuine.  Epi/f. 
odCeret.  Epifcop. 

Some  Books  under  the  names  of  John  and  Andrew.  Cont. 
Adverf  l»eg.  et  Prophet.  1.  i.  c.  20. 

*  Thcfe  two  of  Ceiinthus  and  Gofpel,  among  other  Apocryphal 
Merinthus,  he  fuppofes,  St.  Luke  ones,  which  were  at  that  time  writ- 
intended  in   the   nrlt  verle  of  his      ten, 
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The  AiSls  of  Lentius*,  under  the  names  of  the  Apoftles. 
Lib,  de  Fid,  contr,  Manich.  c.  38. 

The  A£ls  of  riie  Apoftles,  wrote  by  Lenticiusf.  De  Mi. 
cum  Falic,  Manich.  L  2.  c.  6.  , 

The  A  As  of  Leontiustj  under  the  Apoftles'  names.  Lib. 
de  Fid,  cont,  Manich,  c.  5. 

The  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  made  ufe  of  by  the  Manichees. 
Lib.  cont.  Adimant.  Manich,  c.  17. 

The  Revelation  of  Paul.     Tra£l.  98.  in  Joan,  in  fin. 

By  RuFFiN. 
The  Judgment  of  Peter.     Expofit.  iff  Symbol.  Apo/Iol.  §.  36. 

By  Innocent  I. 

Books  forged  under  the  name  of  Matthias. 

Books  forged  under  the  name  of  James  the  Lefs. 

Books  forged  under  the  names  of  Peter  and  John,  wrote 
by  Lentius§. 

Books  forged  under  the  name  of  Andrew,  wrote  by 
Nexochariftes**  and  Leonides. 

Books  forged  under  die  name  of  Thomas.  Eptyi.  3.  ad 
Exuper.  Tholof.  Epifc.  §.  7. 

By  Gelasius. 
The  A6ts  of  Andrew. 
The  Aas  of  Philip. 
The  Aas  of  Peter. 
The  A£ts  of  Thomas. 
The  Gofpel  of  Thaddseus. 
The  Gofpel  of  Matthias. 
The  Gofpel  of  Thomas. 
The  Gofpel  of  Barnabas. 
The  Gofpel  of  Bartholomew. 
The  Gofpel  of  Andrew. 
The  Gofpels  corrupted  by  Lucian. 
The  Gofpels  corrupted  by  Hefychiusf f . 
The  Books  of  Lentitius|{. 

*  Al.  Leiicius.  •*  Al.  Xenocharides. 

•f  Al.  Leucius  et  Levitius.  f  f  Al.  Ifitius. 

X  Al.  Leucius.  XX  AK  Leucius. 
\  Leucius. 

The 
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The  A£b  of  Thecla  and  Paul. 
'  Tlie  Revelation  of  Thomas. 

The  Revelation  of  Paul. 

The  Revelation  of  Stephen.  See  the  decree  under  Gela- 
fius's  name,  de  Libris  Apocrypha  apud  G rattan.  DiJlinSf.  15. 
c.  3*.  Whether,  as  fome  imagine,  it  was  wrote  within  my 
time,  or  no,  I  fhall  not  here  enquire  j  only  obfcrve,  that  if  it 
was  not,  it  was  fo  very  near  it,  that  I  thought  it  ncccflary  to 
infert  it. 

Thcfe  are  all  the  Apocryphal  books,  not  extant,  which  I 
have  been  able  to  find  any  mention  of  in  the  writers  of  the  four 
firft  centuries  after  our  Saviour.  I  propofed,  indeed,  to  have 
annexed  here  the  catalogue  of  the  books  ftill  extant  in  like 
manner  as  the  not  extant ;  but  this  catalogue  will  be  fo  ne- 
ccflary  in  the  third  part  of  this  work,  that  I  (hall  defer  the 
producing  it  in  full,  or  at  large,  till  then  j  and  in  the  mean 
time  defire  the  reader  to  be  content  with  the  following  general 
account. 

The  Jpocryphal  Books  extant  are^fuch  as 

Our  Saviour's  Letter  to  Abgarus. 

Our  Saviour's  Letter,  which  fell  down  from  Heaven  at  Je- 
rufalem,  direfted  to  a  Prieft  named  Leopas,  in  the  City  Eris. 

The  Conftitutions  of  the  Apoftles. 

The  Creed  of  the  Apoftles. 

The  Apoftolical  Epiftles  of  Barnabas,  Clemens,  Ignatius^ 
and  Polycarp. 

The  Shepherd  of  Hermas. 

The  Gofpel  of  the  Infancy-  of  our  Saviour. 

T'he  Prot-Evangelium  of  St.  James. 

The  Gofpel  of  Nicodemus. 

The  Martyrdom  of  Thecla,  or  ASs  of  Paul. 

Abdias's  Hiftory  of  the  Twelve  Apoftles. 

St.  Paul's  Epiftle  to  the  Laodiceans. 

St.  Paul's  Six  Letters  to  Seneca,  &c. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  may  fee,  how  great  the  number  of 
fpurious  and  Apocryphal  pieces  was  in  the  ages  next  after  our 
Saviour. 

*  Etapud  Concll.  Sanft.  Tpm.  4.  p.  i»6o. 
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CHAP.     IV. 

Reafons  affignedy  why  there  zvere  fo  many  Apocryphal  Pieces  fa 

early  in  the  Chri/lian  Church* 

MANY  who  are  not  acquainted  with  the  firft  writers  of 
Chriftianity,  will,  no  doubt,  be  furprized  to  fee  fo  largo 
a  catalogue  of  books,  fo  early  written  under  fuch  ^ecious 
titles :  before  I  proceed  therefore,  it  may  not  Tje  improper  to 
obferve,  how  it  came  to  pafs  that  the  number  (^  thsm  htcmne  fh 
large^  or  for  what  reafons  they  were  wrote,     An^, 

I.  77^^  very  great  number  ofherefes  and  divijtonsy  that  arafit 
among  the  Chrijiians  foon  after  the  publijbing  of  the  Go/pel^  I 
ajjign  as  the  principal  caufe  of  this  multitude  of  hooks.    It  is  in- 
deed ft  range,  that  a  religion  fo  cxaftly  calculated  to  promote- 
unity,  fliould  have  been  fo  much  abufed,  and  its  profefTors  di- 
vided into  fo  many  various  ,parties,  and  different  denomina- 
tions, as  we  firwl  they  were  immediately  after  our  Lord's  Af- 
cenfion.     Hegefippus  indeed  tells  us  p,  that  till  Trajan* s  time 
(near  which  himfelf  lived)  the  Church  continued  as  a  pure  and 
uncorrupted  virgin:  but  this  (as  learned  men  have  obferved) 
muft  be  candidly  underftoodS  not  as  though  there  were  at 
this  time  no  herefies  arofe  in  the  Church,  but  that  they  had  not 
yet  fo  much  fpread  themfelves,  and  difturbed  the  peace  of  the 
Church :  for  it  is  certain,  that  even  in  the  Apoftles'  times  ma- 
ny had  perverted  the  great  truths  of  Chriftianity ;  St.  Paul 
often  hints  at  fuch  in  his  Epiftles "";  Peter  •  and  Jude  V  do  the 
feme ;  and  John  exprefsly  mentions  the  Nicolaitans  and  others". 
In  their  time  lived  Simon  Magus,  to  whom  fo  many  herefies 
owed  their  original.     It  would  be  tedious  to  mention  the  he* 
defies  of  the  fecond  century,  the.  various  forts  of  Gnofticks^, 

P  Apud  Eufeb.  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  3.  •  2  Pet.  iii.  16, 

c.  31.  et  1. 4.  c.  22.  *  Jude4.  eti2. 

•<  Valef.  ad  prior,  loc.  £u&b.  et  "  Rev.  ii.  15.  et  20. 

Spanheim.  Hiftor.  C^iriftiau.  Secul.  ^  The  learned  Dr.  Hammond,  in 

I.  §.  14.  init.  his  Annotations  on  St.  PaiU's  Epif- 

'  2Cor.  xi.  26.  Gal,  i^  6,  &c.  ii.  ties,  meets  with  them  continually 

4,  &:c.  2  Tim.  ii.  17.  there. 
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the  Vaientimaas,  Menaiidriaiis>  Nicolaitans,  &c«  the  Naza- 
itnesy  Ebionites,  Cerinthians,  Carpocratians,  Montanifts,  the 
followers  of  Cerdon,  Marcion,  Tatian,  &c.  He  who  has  a 
mind,  may  fee  large  catalogues  of  thefe  in  Irenaeus,  Epipha* 
nius,  Auftin,  &c.  What  concerns  me  to  obferve  is,  that  upon 
account  of  thefe  differing  parties,  a  great  part  of  thofe  books 
were  compofed,  which  make  up  the  foregoing  catalogue ;  each 
party  to  recommend  and  propagate  their  principles  and  tenets 
under  the  great  name  of  fome  Apoftle  or  Difciple  of  our  Sa- 
viour. This  will  largely  appear  in  the  particular  examination 
of  the  books ;  at  prefent  it  will  be  fufficient,  to  fupport  the 
obfervation  from  the  exprefs  teftimonies  of  fome  antient  wri-> 
ters* 

Irenasus  '  tells  us,  the  Gnofticks  had  in  his  time  forged  an  in^ 
numerable  multitude  of  fpurious  and  Apocryphal  books ^  which 
theyfpread  abroad  in  order  to  pervert  ignorant  and  unwary  per^ 
Jons.  Hegefippus  who  live4  at  the  fame  time,  in  a  difTertation 
concerning  the  Apocryphal  books  of  the  New  Teftament  3^, 
aiTures  us,  they  were  many  of  them  made  by  the  heretics  of  that 
age*  If  any  regard  be  to  be  given  to  the  Conftitutions  of  the 
Apoftles,  not  as  a  facred,  but  an  antient  book,  we  are  there 
told  %  the  ungodly  wrote  fever al  books  in  their  name  5  that  Si* 
mon  and  Cleobius^  and  their  followers^Jid  compiU  poifonous  books 
under  the  nam>e  of  Chrijl  and  his  Difciples,  and  do  carry  them 
about  in  order  to  deceive^  ^c.  •     ■ 

2.  It  i#  not  improbable,  that  fome  of  the  forementioned  books 
were  cot(ipofed  by  honeji  and  pious  men^  with  deftgn  to  preferve 
fome  miracles  and  difcourfes  of  our  Saviour ^  which  they  had  re^ 
ceived  by  an  undoubted  tradition^  and  did  not  fneet  with  in  any 
of  the  authentic  Gojpels.  It  can  hardly  be  thought,  but  Papiasi 
and  fuch  others,  who,  like  him,  were  a'o  induftrious  in  pro- 
curing all  accounts  they  could  of  our  Lord's  fayings  and  ac« 

*  Adverf.    Haeref.  1.  1.  c.    17.  y    'EwJ   tuv  at/row  xjp^wv  «rpo< 

Ko^w*  y^a^uv,  us  uvrot   tTrXecaav,       rovTcjp      (fc.     dvoKpv^ut)      »Vo§er. 
'mapHa^sfeo'hv  lU   xaTaw^l)|^»   twit       Apud    Eufeb.    Hilt.     Eccl.    1.  4. 

iv;kraijJwv  y/>«/AptaT«.  *  Conft.  Apoft.  1.  6.  §.  16. 
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tions,  would,  out  of  the  fame-  principle,  tratifmtt  them  to 
others  ;  which  accounts,  falling  afterwards  into  the  hands  df 
fome  zealous  and  well-meaning  perfons,  were,  either  through 
miftake,  or  perhaps  a  more  pious  than  honeft  deHgn,  publiihed 
under  the  name  of  fome  one  of  our  Lord's  Apoftles  or  follow- 
ers, and  that  fometimes  with  many  additions  and  interpola- 
tions. The  learned  Cafaubon  (than  whom  no  one  was  ei- 
ther more  acquainted  with,  or  more  judicious  in  Chriftian 
antiquities)  has  obferved  this,  in  his  diflertations  againft  Ba- 
ronius  ^ ;  /  cannotyhys  he,  hut  much  refent  the  practice  of  many 
in  the  earlieji  ages  of  the  Churchy  %vho  reckoned  it  an  a£fion 
very  meritorious  to  make  additions  of  their  own  to  the  truths  of 
the  Gofpely  with  this  view,  that  Chrijiianity  might  meet  with  a 
better  reception  among  the  Gentiles,  They  called  thefe,  offi- 
cious lies,  contrived  for  a  pious  end.  This  produced  innu- 
merable books  in  thofe  ages,  wrote  by  men  who  were  not 
bad,  under  the  name  of  our  Saviour,  his  Apoftles,  and  follow- 
ers. Among  thefe  bgoks,  that  excellent  critic  places  the  Si- 
bylline Oracles,  and  feveral  of  the  preceding  catalogue.  But, 
of  all  thefe,  none  feems  to  me  more  likely  to  have  proceeded 
from  this  caufe,  than  that  famous  book  in  antiquity,  entitled, 
The  Preaching  of  Peter  and  Paul.  I  would  only  add,  that 
Tertullian  and  Jeroir.e  have  furniihed  us  with  an  undoubted 
and  remarkable  inftance  of  this,  in  the  book  called.  The  A£ts 
of  Paul  and  Thecla :  this  fpurious  piece  (fay  thofe  authors) 
was  wrote  by  a  certain  Prejbyter  in  Jfta^  under  the  name  of 
Pauly  who  being  convi£ied  of  the  forgery^  confeffed  itj  andfaidy 
he  did  it  out  of  love  to  Pauly  &ff .  * 

*  Kxercit.  i.  cont.  Baron.  An-  «  Vid.  Hieron.  de  Script.  Eccl. 

ijal.  N.  10.  p.  54-.  in  Luc. 

"  Lib.  de  Baptifm.  c.  17. 
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CHAP.    V. 

A  general  Proofs  thai  the  primitive  Chrijiiam  were  well  agreed 

about  tbe  Books  of  the  Canon. 

PROP.    11. 

The  greateft  Part  of  Chriflians  were  very  early  agreed, 
what  Books  were  Canonical,  and  to  be  looked  upon  as 
the  Rule  of  Faith  and  Pra£lice. 

IT  would  certainly  evidence  a  very  great  ignorance  in  Ec- 
clefiaftical  hiftory  in  any  perfon,  to  pretend  to  aflign  the 
particular  time,  when  the  prefent  collection,  or  Canon  of  the 
books  of  the  New  Tcftament.  was  made:  for  though  we  have 
all  imaginable  reafon  to  conclude  this  certainly  done  long  be- 
fore the  Council  of  Laodicea,  yet  the  hiftories  of  thofe  times' 
are  fo  defedivc,  that  we  have  no  pofitive"  account  of  that  mat- 
ter. The  Canon  was  indeed  gradually  enlarged,  as  the  books 
were  wrote  at  different  times,  and  in  places  at  a  very  great 
diftance  from  each  other  ;  and  fo  a  confiderable  time  was  ne- 
ceffarily  requifite,  both  for  the  fpreading  the  books,  and  cer- 
tifying their  genuincnefs  and  authority.  It  is  impoffiblc  in 
the  nature  of  things,  but  fome  Churches  muft  receive  the 
books  long  after  others,  as  they  lay  at  a  greater  diftance  from 
the  places  where  they  were  written,  or  had  lefs  convenience  of 
communication  with  them.  Befides,  Chriftianity  for  a  long 
time  laboured  under  the  difadvantages  of  continual  perfecu- 
tian;  no  general  Councils  could  be  convened,  and  fo  no  pub- 
lic notification  of  uni«erfal  agreement  in  this  matter.  But 
notwithftanding  all  thefe  things,  it  is  yet  difcoverable,  that,  as 
foon  as  can  be  fuppofed  after  the  writing  of  the  books,  the 
Chriftians  in  all  countries  remarkably  agreed  in  receiving 
them  as  Canonical :  for  the  proof  of  which  1  obferve, 

I .  Ihat  in  the  few  genuine  writings  ofthefirji  ages  now  ex-- 
tanty  the  fame  books  are  cited  as  Scripture.  Jt  is  indeed,  with- 
out juft  reafon,  commonly  prefumed,  that  the  firft  writers 

cited 
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cited  the  now-received  books  of  the  Canon,  and  others  pro^ 
mifcuovjly.  But  as  I  ihall  hereafter  fhew  this  to  be  a  miftake, 
fo  it  will  be  enough  here  to  obferve,  that  they  were  generally 
agreed  in  receiving  the  fafhe  books  for  Canonical,  which  we 
do  now  >  and  this  appears,  I  fajr,  from  their  agreement  to  cite 
them,  as  every  one  muft  acknowledge,  who  has  but  caft  an 
eye  upon  the  writings  of  the  firft  centuries.  To  lay  nothing 
of  the  Apoftolic  Fathers,  fuch  as  Clemens,  Barnabas,  &c.  it  is 
evident,  that  Juft in  Martyr  at  Neapolis,Theophilus  at  Antioch> 
Irenaeus  in  France,  Clemens  at  Alexandria,  TertuUian  at 
Carthagey&c.  (who  all  lived  within  120  or  I3e.years  after 
our  Lord's  Afcenfion,  and  fome  of  them  much  fooner,  and 
but  a  very  fhort  time  after  the  writing  of  the  books)  have  all, 
though  in  very  remote  countries,  quoted  many,  or  moft,  if 
not  all  the  fame  books  as  Scripture.  The  fame  might  be  ob- 
ferved  concerning  Origen,  Cyprian,  and  other  writers  of  the 
next  century.     But,  to  omit  thefe,  I  obferve,  , 

2.  That  fever al  of  the  firJi  writers  of  Chrijfianity  have  left 
tiSy  in  their  works^  catalogues  of  the  facred  books  of  the  New 
Tejiamenty  which,  though  made  in  countries  at  a  vaft  diftance 
from  each  other,  do  very  little  differ.  A  particular  account 
of  all  the  catalogues,  I  (hall  give  hereafter  in  this  volume ;  I 
Ihall  only  inftance  now  in  thofe  of  Origen  **  and  Eufebius% 
which  he  who  will  be  at  the  pains  to  compare,  will  eafdy  per- 
ceive .to  be  very  nearly  the  fame.  So  great  was  the  pains  and 
care  of  thofe  early  Chriftians,  to  be  well  affured  what  were 
the  genuine  writings  of  the  Apoftles,  and  to  diftinguifli  them 
from  all  the  pretended  Revelations  of  defigning  men,  and  the 
forgeries  they  publiflied  under  facred  titles.  Thus  when  the 
Prefbyter  of  Ada  abovementioned  ^  had  publifhed  a  fpurious 
piece  under  the  name  of  Paul,  he  was  immediately  cohviSledj 
and  notice  of  the  forgery  was  foon  conveyed  to  Carthage^  and  the 
Churches  of  Africa. 

CoroU.  I.  Hence  it  follows,  that  Mr.  Dodwell's  opinion  ?, 

*  Comment,  in  Matth.   init.  et  •  Eufeb.  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  3.  c.  25. 

Comment,  in  Joan.  1.  5.  ap^d  Eu«  ^  Vid.  fupr.  p.  40. 

feb,  Hift.  Eccl,  I.  6.  c.  25.  %  In  Ircn.  Diffat.  I.  §.  %%. 
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^poufed  with  h  much  aaal  by  Mr,  Tdand  In  his  Amynter  \ 
is  utterly  &i(e,  viz.  72k7l  /^  ^^x  of  the  prefint  Canon  lay 
concealed  in  the  coffers  of  particular  Churches^  or  private  met^ 
till  the  later  times  of  Trajan^  or  perhaps  of  Adrian^  not  known 
to  the  Clergy  or  Churches  of  thofe  timeSj  nor  yet  dijiinguijhed 
from  the  fpurious  pieces  of  the  Hereticks,  For  befides  that  it 
has  been  already  proved,  by  Mr.  Nye  *  and  Mr.  Le  Clerc  % 
that  the  writers  of  the  Apoftolic  age  were  well  acquainted 
with,  becaufe  they  frequently  cite  federal  books  of,  our  prefent 
Canon;  I  add,  from  what  has  been  faid,  that  if  thefe  books 
had  not  been  well  known  in  Adrian's  time,  but  then  lay  con- 
cealed, it  would  have  been  impoffible  for  them  to  have  ipread 
fo  much  by  the  middle  of  the  fecond  century,  as  to  have  been 
quoted  by  all  the  writers  of  it,  in  whatever  countries  they 
livedo 

Coroll.  II.  Hence  it  alfo  foUovirs,  that  the  primitive  Chrif- 
tians  are  proper  judges^  to  determine  what  book  is  Canonical^ 
and  what  not ;  for  nothing  can  be  more  abfurd,  than  to  fup- 
pofe,  in  thofe  early  ages,  an  agreement  fo  univerfal,  without 
a  good  and  folid  foundation ;  or,  in  other  words,  it  is  next  to 
impoffible,  either  that  fo  great  a  number  of  men  fhould  agree 
in  a  cheat,  or  be  impofed  upon  by  a  cheat.  The  celebrated 
Huetius  takes  this  for  granted,  and  lays  it  down  as  his  firfl: 
axiom,  That  every  book  is  genuine ^  which  was  ejieerned  genuine 
by  thofe^  who  lived  near  eft  to  the  time  when  it  was  written^  and 
by  the  ages  fucceeding  in  a  continued  feries.  This^  feys  he,  is  an 
axiom  that  cannot  he  difputed  by  thofe j  who  will  allow  any  thing 
at  all  to  be  certain  in  hifiory.  Demonftr.  Evang,  Axiom,  i. 
But  there  are  fome  particular  circumftances,  which  will  make 
the  inference  more  clear  as  to  the  Chriftian  books,  than  others, 
fuch  as  the  prodigious  efieem  the  books  at  firji  were  received  withy 
the  confiant  ufe  that  was  made-  of  them  in  their  religious  af 
fimblieSy  the  tranjlations  made  oj  them  very  early  into  other  lan^ 

"  Anwnt.  p.  69;  HaiTOony. 

^  Anlwer  to  Amyntor,  p.  47,  *  Juftm  Martyr  unqueftlonably 

&c.    See  my  Vindic.  of  St.  Matth.  lived  in  Adrian's  time,  and  Irenxus 

p.z2  5,&c.  not  long  after.    .Vid.  Eufeb.  Chro- 

^  Diflert.  3.  at  the  end  of  his  nic. 

guages  J 
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guages  ;  thele,  I  fay,  and  many  other  fuch  ctrcumftances  there^ 
are,  which  all  concur  to  make  an  impofture  in  this  cafe  at* 
.moft  impoffible.  , 


CHAP.    VL 

^he  various  Sentiments  oj  learned  Men  concerning  the  Methods 
of  determining  the  Canonical  Authority  of  any  Booty  enquired 
into,  and  particularly  difcuj/ed. 

PROP.  in. . 

The  main  and  principal  Method,  by  which  we  are  now  able 
to  determine  the  Canonical  Authority  of  any  Book,  or 
Books,  is  by  fearching  into  the  moft  antient  and  authentic 
Records  of  Chriftianity,  and  finding  out  the  Teftimony  or 
Tradition  ofthofe,  who  lived  neareft  the  Time  in  which  the 
Books  were  written,  concerning  them. 

THE  preceding  Corollary  evidenced  the  firft  Chriftians  to 
be  proper  judges ;  the  defign  of  this  propofition  is  to 
fhew,  that  they  are  the  main  and  principal  judges,  by  whom 
we  muft  determine  the  queftion  concerning  the  Canon  of  the 
New  Teftament.  Though  the  propofition  may  at  firft  feem 
clear  and  evident,  the  difputes  of  many,  both  foreign  and  tng- 
liih  divines,  have  made  it  neceffary  more  largely  to  be  dif- 
cuffed  :  for  the  truth  is,  it  has  happened  here,  as  in  many 
other  cafes,  the  cleareft  truths  have  become  ftrangely  per- 
plexed and  confounded.  Such  is  the  zeal  of  the  contending 
parties  among  Chriftians,  that  becaufe  they  differ  in  fome  things, 
they  think  themfelves  obliged  to  differ  in  all  they  can,  and  fo 
arife  difputes  about  qucftions,  which  are  in  themfelves  plain) 
and  the  fierceft  contention  about  things,  in  which  both  fides 
would  moft  certainly  agree,  if  they  had  but  patience  and  im- 
partiality enough  to  know  each  other's  meaning.  This  is  in 
a  great  meafure  the  cafe  in  the  prefent  queftion,  concerning 

the 
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the  audiority  of  the  Scriptures  :  fome  tell  uS)  they  derive  their 
authority  from  the  Church-^  others,  that  they  can  only  rightly 
appear  to  be  true  from  their  own  internal  evideneey  and  their 
powerful  influence  on  the  heart ;  others  add  to  this,  the  inward 
teftimony  of  the  Spirit  evidencing  their  divinity  ^  and  confequent* 
ly  their  genuinenefs ;  others  laftly  arc  perfuaded,  we  have  no 
other  way  of  knowing  whether  any  book  was  written  by  the 
perfon  whofe  name  it  bears,  and  confequently  whether  it  be 
of  the  authority  it  pretends  to  derive  frorfi  its  author,  hut  by 
well-approved  teftimonies  ofthofe^  who  lived  in  or  near  the  time 
of  its  being  firji  written,  I  Ihall  firft  give  fome  brief  account 
of  each  of  thefe  opinions,,  and  then  endeavour  to  (hew  what 
is  moft  probable  upon  the  whole. 

I.  Thefirji  is  the*opinion  of  the  Papifts^  who  have  generally 
affirmed,  in  their  controverfies  with  the  Proteftants,  that  the 
authority  of  the  Sxriptures  depends  upon^  or  is  derived  froniy  the 
power  of  their  Church :  u  e.  //  is  in  the  power  of  the  Pope<^  or 
Council^  or  both^  to  determine  what  books  Jbatl  be  received  as  Ca^ 
nonicaL  This  is  a  matter  fo  well  known,  that  I  fliall  not 
produce  many  inftances  to  prove  it.  Hermannus,  in  the 
abundance  of  his  zeal,  affirms  "*  the  Scriptures  are  of  no  more 
value  than  Mfop^s  Fable Sy  without  the  authority  of  the  Church  j 
and  Bailius  ",  that  he-  Jhould  give  no  more  credit  to  Saint 
Maithewy  than  Livy^  unlefs  the  Church  obliged  him.  Tileta- 
nus,  bjfliop  of  Ypres,  lays,  This  is  the  only  way  of  diflinguijh^ 
'i«g  between  Canonical  and  Jpocryphal  Scriptures^,  To  the 
fame  purpofe  Pighius,  Eckius,  Bellarmine,  and  many  of  their 
moft  celebrated  writers  p.  By  the  authority  of  the  Church, 
thefe  authors  plainly  mean  a  power  lodged  in  the  Church  of 
Rome,  and  her  fynods,  of  determination,  what  books  are  the 
word  of  God ;  than  which  nothing  can  be  more  abfurd,  or 
coAtradidlory  to  common  fenfe  :  for  if  fo,  ic  is  poffible,  nay  it 

*  Apud  Whitaker.  Controv.  dc  p  Ibid.  c.  3.  §.  3, 4,  &c.  WhiU- 

Script.  Quacft.  3.  c.  1.  ctChcmnit.  kcr.    Controv.    dc    Script.    Sacr. 

SKam.  Cone.  Trid.  Par.  I.  p.  S5.  Quacft.  3.  c.  i.    Anyraid.  Thef. 

"  Rivet.  Ifag.  ad  Script.  Sacr,  c.  de  AuAor.  Scrii>t.  inter  Thef.  Sal- 
s' §.  4.  &c.  murienfes.  Calvin*   Inliit.  Chrift. 

"  Ibid.  c.  3*  §.  3*  RcL  1.  i.  c.7.  §.  i. 

is 
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is  ealy  for  them,  to  make  a  book^.  which  is  not  divine^  to  be 
fo;  and  (to  make  ufe  of  Hermannus's  inft^nce)  it  is  poffible 
^fop's  Fables  may  in  time  become  as  good  a  part  of  Scrip- 
ture,  as  Saint  Paul's  Epiftles:  nay,  once  more,  it  is  very 
poiiible  the  books  of  Celfus,  Julian,  and  Porph)rry,  were  they 
extant,  might  become  a  part  of  the  New  Teftament,  though 
they  were  defignedly  written  againft  it.  But  the  folly  of  the 
Popifli  arguments  in  this  inftance,  has  been  fo  well  expofed  by 
Whttakcr,  Chemnittus,  Rivet,  and  many  others  of  our  Re- 
formers, that  I  think  it  fufficient  to  refer  the  Reader,  who  has 
a  mind  to  know  more  of  this  controverfy,  to  their  books 
citefin  the  margin. 

2.  Others  are  of  opinion,  that  there  are  inwardy  or  innate 
evidences  in  the  Scriptures^  whichj  applied  By  the  illumination 
or  teJUmony  of  the  Holy  Spirit^  are  the  only  true  proofs  of  their 
being  Canonicalj  or  the  word  of  God.  To  avoid  the  tedious  and 
prolix  difputations,  that  have  been  on  this  head  between  Papifts 
and  Proteftants,  and  even  between  Proteftants  themfelves,  I 
fllall  only  give  fome  account  of  die  fentiments  of  our  Reform- 
ers on  it,  out  of  their  own  writings,  and  then  examine  how 
far  they  are  true. 

Among  the  Proteftants  who  have  declared  their  opinion 
againft  the  Papifts  on  this  head,  I  place  firft  our  learned  coun- 
tryman Whitaker,  who,  in  his  controverfy  about  the  Scripture 
againft  BeUarmine,  gives  us  this  account  of  the  reformed  doc- 
trine in  this  matter  1 :  Thefum^  fays  he,  of  our  opinion  is^  that 
the  Scriptures  have  all  their  authority  and  credit  from  them- 
felves ;  that  they  are  to  be  acknowledged  and  received^  not  be^ 
caufe  the  Church  has  appointed  or  commanded  fiy  but  becauft 
they  came  from  God :  but  that  they  came  from  God^  cannot  be 
certainly  known  by  the  Churchy  but  from  the  Holy  Ghojl.  So 
Calvin ' :  All  mufl  allow^  that  there  are  in  the  Scriptures  mani^ 
fefi  evidences  of  God  fpeaking  in  them.  The  majejiy  of  God 
in  them  will  prefently  appear  to  every  impartial  examiner^ 
which  will  extort  our  affent :  fo  that  they  a£t  prepofteroujly^  who 
endeavour  by  any  argument  to  beget  a  folid  credit  to  the  Scrips 

*>  Controv.  dc  Script.  Quaeft.  3,  '  Inftit.  Clirift.  Relig.  1.  1.  c. 

C.I.  7'S-4>5" 

tures 
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tures^The  Word  will  never  meet  with  credit  in  men*s  mindsy 
till  it  befealed  by  the  internal  tejlimony  of  the  Spirit^  who  wrote 
it.  Much  the  fame  we  meet  with  in  the  puWick  Confeffions 
of  feith  fet  forth  by  the  reformed  Churches ;  for  inftance,  in 
the  Dutch  Confeffion,  publiflied  in  French  in  1566,  in  the 
name  of  all  the  Belgian  Churches,  after  having  recited  a  ca«* 
talogue  of  the  Scriptures,  Thefe^fzy  they,  we  receive  as  the  only 
facred  and  Canonical  booksy  not  becauje  the  Church  receives 
tbem  as  fuchy  but  becaufe  the  Holy  Spirit  witnejfeth  to  our  con-- 
fcie7ues*j  that  they  proceeded  from  Godj  and  themfehes  tejiify 
their  authority^. 

The  Gallican  Church,  in  their  Confeffion,  go  fomewfaat 
farther  <>  \  not  only  declaring  their  feith  in  the  Scriptures  to 
depend  Upon  the  teflfmony  and  internal  perfuafion  of  the  Spi« 
rit,  but  that  hereby  they  knew  the'  Canonical fiom  Ecclefiajiical: 
u  e.  Apocryphal  books.  I  ihould  proceed  no  farther  in  cita- 
tions to  this  purpofe,  were  it  not  for  the  zealous  aflertions  of 
a  Divine  famous  among  us  in  England,  whofe  own  words 
are  '^j  The  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Tejlament  do  abun^ 
dantly  and  uncontroulably  manifejl  thcmfelves  to  be  the  word  of 
the  living  God\fo  that  merely  on  the  account  of  their  own  pro -^ 
pofalto  usy  in  the  name  and  majejiy  of  God  asfuch^  without  tbi 
contribution  of  help  or  aj/i/lance  from  tradition^  Churchy  or  any 
thing  elfe  without  themfehes^  we  are  obliged^  upon  the  penalty  of 
eternal  damnation^  to  receive  them  with  that  fubje£iion  of  foul^ 
which  is  dtih  to  the  word  of  God,  The  authority  of  Godjhining 
in  thenij  they  afford  unto  us  all  the  divine  evidence  ofthemfelves^ 
which  God  is  willing  to  grant  to  usy  or  can  be  granted  to  usj  or 
is  any  way  needfalfor  us.  Such  have  been  the  aflertions  of  the 
Reformers,  and  many  great  men  after  them  ;  which,  for  my 
part^  I  freely  own,  feem  to  be .  of  a  very  extraordinary  na- 
ture. For  though  I  would  by  no  means  detract,  either  from 
the  dignity  of  the  Canon)  or  from  the  influences  of  God's 

'  Happy  men!  who,  in  fuch  ^  See  Dr.  Owen's  Difcourfe  con- 
numbers,  were  blefTed  with  fo  fatif-  ceniing  the  Divine  Original  of  the 
fying ah  evidence.  *  Scripture,  Ch.  a.§.  5.  andCh.  4., 

'  ConfefT.  Bcdgic.  Art.  5.  5. 

°  Confefl;  G^ic.  Art.  4- 
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Holy  Spirit  (to  whom  we  certainly  owe  more  than  wc  com- 
monly imagine),  yet  I  can  by  no  means  think  the  doiSlrine 
of  our  Reformers  in  this  matter  to  be  very  evident  and  clear  j 
for  neither  by  the  internal  evidences  of  the  Scriptures  them- 
ielves,  nor  the  teftimony  of  the  Spirit  attending  them,  do  men 
generally  believe,  that  the  Scriptures  of  the  prefent  Canon  are 
the  word  of  God.  To  confider  each  diftin£lly  \ 

I.  As  to  thi  internal  evidences  of  the  Scriptures^  I  readily 
grant,  they  are  fuch  as  befpeak  them  plainly  to  be  the  mofi: 
excellent  books  in  the  world  ;  but  that  thefe  are  fuch  as  will 
prove,  or  ought  to  extort  our  aflfent  to,  their  divinity,  upon 
pain  of  eternal  damnation,  without  any  other  arguments, 
feems  to  be  a  vei^  unguarded  and  groundlefs  pofition*     Were 
the  great  number  of  Apocryphal  bookstand  Epiftles,  under 
the  names  of  the  Apofiles,  now  extant,  and  had  they  happened 
to  have  been  put  in  and  continued  in  the  Canon  till  now,  is 
it  likely,  is  it  poilible,  that  every  Chriftian,  who  now  believes 
the  Scripture  to  be  the  word  of  God,  would  have  diftin* 
guifhed  between  thefe  and  the  books  we  now  receive,  by  the 
divinity  and  majefty  that  appear  in  the  one  above  the  other  I 
Can  it  be  fuppofed,  that  out  of  a  hundred  books,  or,  as  we 
may  well  fuppofe,  out  often  thoqfand  (for  the  argument  will 
be  juft  the  fame  with  the  largeft  affignable  number)  th^t  pri- 
vate Chriftians,  or  even  our  moft  learned  Reformers,  fhould 
by  any  internal  evidence,  agree  precifely.  on  the  number  of 
twenty-feven,  which  are  now  efteemed  Canonical,  induced 
thereto  by  fome  characters  thofe  books  contain,  of  their  being 
written  by  the  infpiration  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  ?     £(pecially 
when  we  confider,  how  various  and  divided  the  fentiments  of 
Chriftians  are,  who  now  agree  in  the  fame  Canon?     If  of 
thefe  books  claiming  and  pretending  to  infpiration  under  fuch 
names,  we  are  to  judge  of  their  inward  evidences,  without 
any  external  arguments  from  tradition,  it  is  moft  certain  each 
party  would  be  proportionably  fond  of  any  book,  as  it  more 
or  lefs  favoured  their  particular  fcheme  of  notions  ;  and  thofe 
which  we  now  know  to  be  Apocryphal  books,  muft.  have 
been  judged  Canonical  above  others,  as  they  had  more  evi- 
dences of  what  they  reckoned  the  mind  of  God,  than  others. 
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If  men  therefore  are  ftript  of  all  other  ways  of  determining.^ 
to  me  it  feems  very  clear,  that,  confidertng  the  zeal  of  the 
contending  denominations  of  Chriftians  for  their  particular 
opinions,  feveral  of  the  books  of  the  prefent  Canon  would 
have  been  rejcded,  and  perhaps  moft  of  diem  in  their  turns 
by  one  party  or  other ;  and  fo  nothing  could  enfue  but  per- 
petual quarrels  and-difagreement.  This  will  appear  more  pro- 
bable, becaufe  it  was  really  matter  of  fad,  in  a  great  meafure, 
in  the  iirft  ^ges  (^  Cbriftianity.  It  is  well  known  that  the  here- 
ticks  of  thofe  times,  difr^rding  the  true  teftimony  or  tradi- 
tion of  the  Church,  and  other  rational  arguments,  wonderfully 
cried  up  their  fpurious  pieces  under  Apoftles'  names,  becaufe 
they  favoured  ^ir  peculiar  fyftems.  Thus,  for  inftance,  the 
Manichees  rejected  tnany  of  the  books  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  which  we  now  receive,  and  fubftituted  '  others  in  their 
room ;  becaufe  the  former  agreed,  and  the  latter  difagreed, 
with  thofe  ridiculous  ideas  they  had  formed  of  Cbriftianity; 
and  fo  contemned  all  other  proofs,  that  were  brought  by  good 
tcftimonies,  &c.  to  evidence  that  our  prefent  books  were  the 
only  rule  of  faith.  But  the  folly  and  madnefs,  as  St.  Auftin 
calls  it,  of  this  fort  of  reafoning,  is  fo  well  confuted  by  that 
Father  ^^  that  I  need  fay  no  more.  Thofe  therefore  who  are 
zealous  for  this  fort  of  proof,  would  do  well  to  confider,  that 
this  argument  alone,  without  other  external  ones,  does  cer- 
tainly make  the  Canon  of  Scripture  uncertain,.  ai\d  lay  men 
under  a  ncceffity  of  continual  branglcs  and  difpute?.  St.  Paul 
tells  us,  there  were  in  the  Church  o\  Cox\nt\i  falfe  Apoftles^  de-- 
ctitful  workers^  transforming  themfehes  into  the  Apoftles  of 
Chriji :  and  no  marvel -^  for  Satan  h'tmjelf  is  transformed  intd 
an  angel  cf  light^  :  fuch  who  would  artfully  imitate  their  doc- 
trines. And  if  fuch  as  they  had  publifhed  their  books  under 
the  Apoftles'  names,  imitating  thfeir.  ftyle  and  dofbine,  would 
it  not  have  been  exceeding  difficult,  yea,  almoft  impoffible, 
without  fome  rational  arguments,  for  the  common  Chriftians 
at  Corinth  to  have  feen  the  clear  evidences  of  divinity  in 

*  Aiiguft.  cont.  Fauft.  Manich.      c.  6 . 
I  S2.  c.  2.  *   i  Cor.  xi.  1 3,,  14., 

>   Ibid.   1.    II,  c,    2.  et  1.   33.  '     - 
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the  one,  which  were  not  in  the  other  ?  Could  Aey,  without 
fome  other  afEftance^  have  been  aiTured,  that  the  firft  and  fe* 
cond  Eptftles,  wrote  to  them  under  Paul's  name,  were  his,  and 
the  third  was  not  ?  Sure  I  am,  St.  Paul  did  not  put  the  Chrif* 
tians,  to  whom  he  wrote;  upon  this  method  of  knowing  the 
genuinenefs  of  his'  Epiftles.  Though  he  knew  them  to  be 
from  God,  though  he  propofed  them  as  fuch,  yet  he  did  not 
apprehend  the  evidences  of  their  divinity  were  fuch,  as  would 
always  manifeft  them  to  be  fuch,  and  infallibly  dire£):  the 
Cbriftians  to  diftinguifh  them  from  all  fpurious  writings  un- 
der his  name :  elfe  what  need  of  the  caution  he  gives  them 
againft  counterfeit  Epiftles,  and  a  particular  mark^  which  he 
made  ufe  of  in  all  his  Epiftles,  to  diftinguifh  his  real  ones  from 
all  fuppofititious  ones  *?  This  was  certsfinly  needlcfs  and  fu* 
perfluous,  if  the  books,  themfelves  would  extort  ailent  from 
thofe  who  read  them.  And  if  it  be,  as  Calvin  fays,  prepoftew 
rous  to  endeavour,  by  any  folid  arguments,  to  beget  a  folid 
credit  to  the  Scriptures,  diftin£l  from  their  internal  evidence  ; 
then  it  was  certainly  prepofterous  in  St  Paul  to  add  that  mark 
to  his  Epiftles^  as  an  evidence  they  were  his.  But  perhaps 
it  will  be  urged,  that  it  is  not  the  inward  characters  of  the 
Scriptures  aIone>but  the  inward  teftimony  of  the  Spirit  along 
with  them,  that  manifefts  them  to  be  genuine  and  of  divine 
authority.  Some  indeed  there  are,  who  join  thefe  two  argu- 
ments together  as  one,  but  generally  fhey  are  made  diftin<S):  ^ 
I  fhall  therefore  confider> 

2.  How  fur  the  opinion  of  our  Reformer Sy  and  others  after 
themy  concerning  the  tefiimony  of  the  Spirit  to  the  truth  of  the 
Scripturesy  is  to  be  depended  upon*  What  their  opinion  is, 
may  be  feen  from  their  own  words,  produced  at  large  above  : 
the  fubftance  is,  that  we  are  to  have  recourfe  to  fome  fecret 
illumination  or  teftimony  of  the  Spirit,  by  which  alone  we 
can  be  convinced  rightly,  what  l^riptures  are  the  word  of 
God.  That  the  influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit  are  neceilary 
to  produce  fuch  a  faith  in  divine  things,  as  (hall  efFedlually 
transform  the  heart,  and  powerfully  incline  the  foul  to  a  due 

*  2  ThcfT.  ii.  2|  &c,     ■   Hi.  17.     See  above,  p.  24,25. 
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obedience  to  the  Gofpel,  can  be  reafonably  denied  by  none, 
who  own  the  account  the  Scripture  has  given  of  his  offices  to 
be  true.  To  opefn  our  eyes  to  fee  that  evidence  of  Scripture- 
verity  which  is  already  extant,  to  remove  our  blindnefS)  and, 
by  farther  fandifying,  to  remove  our  natural  enmity  to  the 
truth,  &c.  is,  a  teftimony  of  the  Spirit,  which  every  good 
Chriitito  ought  to  hope  and  pray  for  **.  Some  have  thought 
this  was  all  our  Reformers  meant,  among  whom  is  Dr.  Ca- 
lamy,  in  his  excellent  Sermons  of  Infpiration"^:  but  the  paf* 
fages  above  make  it  evident,  as  Mr.  Baxter  obferves  **,  that  it 
is  another  kind  of  teflimony  than  this,  which  many  great  Di- 
vines refolve  their  faith  into ;  in  ihort,  no  other  than  an  im- 
mediate revelation  or  infpiration,  like  that  of  the  Prophets  or 
Apoftles.     But  concerning  this  I  obferve, 

1.  That  if  any  are  made  happy  with  this  argument  to  con- 
vince them,  //  can  only  be  an  argument  to  himfelfi  and  cannot 
be  made  ufe  of  to  convince  another;  becaufe  he  may  juftly 
except  either  againft  the  judgment  or  veracity  of  him  who 
pretends  to  it.  This  is  only  an  argument  (fays  Biihop  Burnet") 
to  him  that  feels  itj  if  it  be  one  at  alL  If  therefore  wc  attempt 
to  reconcile  a  Heathen,  Jew,  or  unbeliever,  as  all  men  once 
were,  to  thei>elief  of  the  Scriptures,  it  muft  be  by  fome  other 
arguments. 

2.  To  afTert,  the  Scriptures  only  can  be  proved  by  the  tef<- 
timony  of  the  Spirit,  is  very  likely  to  introduce  fuch  enthujiafm 
among  Chrijlians^  as  will  infallibly  render  the  Canon  of  Scrips 
ture  uncertain  and  precarious.  For  as  every  perfon  is,  and 
muft  be,  judge  of  this  teftimpny,  it  is  not  ftratfge  if  menfhould 
urge  it  for  other  books,  which  are  not  commonly  received : 
and  if  they-  do  fo,  how  can  thefe  Divines  anfwer  them  ?  Will 
they  lay,  the  Spirit  never  does  nor  can  give  his  teftimony, 
but  to  books  of  his  own  infpiration,  and  confequently  not  to 
any  but  the  books  of  our  prefent  Canon  ?  This  would  be 
pl^n  trifling,  becaufe  it  fuppofes  the  thing,  which  is  to  be 
proved,  for  granted;  it  firft  fuppofes  the  books  are  infpired, 

^  Saint'sRcft,Par.  a.  c.».§.  3.  *  Ibid. 

*  Sernip  2,  p.  40.  *  On  Artie  6.  p.  79. 
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and  then  prdves.that  they  are  fo,  becaufe  they  are  fo.  And 
yet  no  better  anfwer  can  be  given  to  one^  who  claims  infpi* 
ration  for  an  Apocryphal  book,  by  thofe  who  allow  no  other 
arguments  but  the  teftimony  of  the  Spirit.  Upon  this  prin* 
ciple,  therefore,  men  are  at  their  liberty  to  bring  in  all  the 
rhaplbdies  of  the  antient  hereticks,  if  they  pteafe,  and  there  is 
ito  oppofmg  them.  They  pretend  the  teftimony  of  the  Spirit 
for  their  book,  and  we  can  do  no  more  for  ours*  How  un- 
certain this  leaves  the  Canon,  every  one  muft  fee :  befides,  to 
ufe  the  words  of  the  ingenious  writer  juft  mentioned,  If  a  per/in 
fiyjhe  is  ajfuredofthe  infpiratian  of  the  Scriptures  How  rectiv^ 
ed^  by  the  infpiration  of  the  fame  Spirit  who  indited  thenij  it  is 
natural  to  enquire^  what  evidenci  he  haSy  that  this  infpiration 
he  pretends  to  is  realj  and  not  imaginary  ?  that  it  is  from  the 
Spirit  ofGod^-and  not  from  a  Spirit  of  delufim  ?  His  only  an^ 
Jiverj  I  fuppcfej  mufi  he  this  :  That  he  is  fatisfied  in  the  fame 
way  the  facred penmen  were  at  firjly  as  to  their  infpiration.  And 
let  this  he  admitted^  and  a  wide  gap  is  opened  to  enthufiafm^  and 
there  is  ng  remedy  ^ 

3. 1  argue  againft  this,  as  the  only  right  method  of  proving 
the  Canon  of  Scripture  ^roOT  matter  offadt^  or  by  appeal  to  the 
confciences  of  all  men.  According  to  this  hypothefis,  all  men, 
^  who  believe  the  Scripture  to  be  the  Word  of  God,  muft  haye 
the  teftimony  of  th^  Spirit.  Now  I  afk^  whether  it  be  not 
notorious  in  fiifl:,  that  multitudes  firmly  believe  the  truth  of 
the  Revelation,  who  are  neither  confcious  of  any  infpiration, 
nor  even  defired  it^  nor  even  fo  much  as  heard  of  the  necelBty 
of  it  ?  Did  the  Spirit  ever  tell  ^em,  or  do  they  fo  much  as 
pretend  it  told  them,  they  ftiould  receive  one  book,  and  rejeft 
another?  For  my  part  (faid  Mr.  Baxter «)  I  confefs^  I  could 
never  hoafi  of  anyfuch  tefiimony  or  light  of  the  Spirit^  nor  rea-^ 
fin  neither^  whichy  without  human  tefiimony^  would  have  made 
me  believe^  that  the  Book  of  Canticles  is  Canonical^  and  written 
by  Solomon^  and  the  Book  of  Wifdom  Apocryphal^  and  written  ly 
Philoy  tftc.  Nor  could  I  have  known  ally  or  any  hifiorical 
booksy  fuch  as  Jojhuay  JudgeSy  Ruthy  Samuely  KingSy  Chronic 

*'  Lcc.  fup.  cit,  .  «  Pref.  to  Part  2 .  of  Saint's  Reft,  §.  6. 
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clesy  Ezray  Nebemiabj  &c.  to  be  written  by  divine  infpiration^ 
but  by  tradition^  ^c*  He  fpeaks,  without  doubt,  the  common 
ientioicnts  q{  moft  Chriftians  ;  and  if  the  matter  of  fad  be 

I 

thus,  there  can  be  no  poffible  metbod  of  anfweri^g  the  argu- 
ment, but  by  faying,  the  greateft  part  of  them  who  profefs  to 
believe,  do  not  believe  the  Scriptures,  and  that  the  unregene- 
rate  cannot  believe  them  to  be  the  Word  of  God ;  which 
though  fome,  through  a  too  great  fondnefs  for  their  opinion, 
have  ventured  to  aflert,  is  fo  very  rude  and  groun<flefs  a 
charge,  that  it  deferves  no  anfwer.  I  conclude  this  head 
with  the  words  of  a  late  writer  above-cited  \  I  cannot  fee^  how 
any  immediate  revelation  of  the  Spirit  Jhould  be  necejffary  to  a 
rational  conviiiion  in  this  cafe\  or  how  we  canfuppofe  the  Di-" 
vine  Spirit  Jhould  whiter  it  in  the  ear  ^  every  man^  that  isfa^ 
tisfied  upon  this  head^  that  this  Book  we  call  the  Bible ^  is  o/di" 
vine  infpiratian*  Thus  I  have  endeavoured  to  make  way  for, 
and  indeed  I  hope  in  a  gncat  meafure  eftablifhed,  my  firft 
Propofidon,  That  tradition,  or  the  teftimony  of  the  antients, 
is  die  principal  method  of  determining  the  Canon ;  a  more 
direct  proof  of  whi^h  fliall  be  the  work  of  the  following 
chapter. 


CHAP.    VII. 

Jhat  the  bejl  Method^  by  which  the  Canonical  Authority  of  any 
Bolik  or  Books  can  be  ejlablijhed^  is  by  the  Tejlimonies  ofthofe^ 
who  lived  neatejl  to  the  Times  in  which  they  were  written. 

HAVING  in  the  preceding  chapter  largely  ihewn,  that 
neither,  i.  The  authority  of  the  Church;  nor,  2.  The 
innate  evidences  of  the  Scripture,  with  the  teftimony  of  the 
Spirit,  are  the  means  by  which  we  can  eftabliih  the  Canon  of 
Scripture,  I  come  now  to  fhew,' 

III.  That  the  principal  means^  whereby  we  can  know  whe* 
tber  any  books  be  Canonical^  is  by  tradition^  ^r  the  well-approved 

^  Dr.  Calamy,  at  the  place  above- cited. . 
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tefttmonies  of  thofcy  who  lived  in  or  near  the  time  of  their  being 
firjt  written. 

The  queftion  concerning  the  Canon  of  theNcw  Tcftament, 
is  plainly  a^queftion  concerning  certain  matters  of  fad,  that 
were  about  1700  years  ago,  viz.  Whether  fuch  and  fuch  books 
were  written  by  the  perfons  under  whofe  names  they  go.    Whe- 
ther they  were  infpired,  or  no,  is  not  the  bufinefs  here  to  en- 
quire; but,  Whether  fuch  perfons  wrote  fuch  and  fuch  books. 
If  then  the  queftion  be  about  a  plain  faft,  it  is  evident^  the 
way  to  decide  it  muft  be  by  the  teftimony  of  fome,  who  either 
themfelves  knew  the  certain  truth  of  the  fad,  or  elfe  received 
it  from  others  who  did  fo.    Thus,  and  thus  only,  we  know, 
there  was  fuch  a  perfon  as  Julius  Caefar,  who  did  fuch  and 
^  fuch  things  ;  thus  we  know  that  Ovid,  Virgil,  or  Livy,'wrote 
the  books  under  their  names,  &c,  and  thus  we  know,  the 
Difciples  of  Jcfus  Chrift  wrote  the  books  which  go  under 
their  names.    And  fince  (as  has  been  above  proved.  Prop.  II. 
Coroll.  2.)  the  witnefles  to  be  produced,  viz.  the  iSrft  Chris- 
tians, are  good  and  capable  witnefles,  or  judges,  of  the  fed ; 
it  is  evident,  the  principal  method  of  knowing  which  is  a  truly 
Canonical  book,  is  to  fearchSnto  the  moft  antient  and  authen- 
tic records  of  the  Chriftian  Church,  which  was  the  thing 
to  be  proved.    This  was  the  method  the  firft  Chriftians  con- 
ftantlymade  ufe  of,  to  prove  againft  the  hereticks  the  truth  of 
the  facred  books,  viz.  by  appealing  to  that  certain  and  un^ 
doubted  tradition^  which  affured'them  they  were  the  writings  of 
the  perfons  whofe  names  they  hear.  Irenaeus  *,  TertuHian  *",  Eu- 
febius',  Cyril",  Auftin",  and  others,  have  frequently  made 
ufe  of  this  argument  to  very  good  purpofe.    But  there  is  no 
need  of  producing  authorities;  the  matter  is  clear.    A  faA 
muft  be  proved  by  the  teftimony  cither  of  thofe  who  knew  it, 
or  of  thofe  who  received  it  by  good  and  credible  tradition  from 
them.    I  would  have  the  contrary  minded  (as  a  noted  Writer 
well  argues**),  tell  me  "How  they  know,  without  human  tefti- 

*  Adv.  Haeref.  1.  3.  c.  i,  z.  "  Catech.  IV.  §.  33.  et  §•  3^» 

^  Adv.  Marcion.  1.  4.  c.  5.  Vid.  "  Contr.  Fauft.  Maiiich.  1.  n- 

Pamd.  ad  loc,  c.  z.  et  1.  22.  c.  79.  ct  1.  33.  c.  6. 

\  Hift.  Ecd.  1.  3.  c.  3.et  15.  «Pref.toSainfsRcft,Part2.§.6. 

"  mony 
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"  monj  or  tradition,  that  thefe  are  the  fame  books,  which  the 
*'  Prophets  and  Apoftles  wrote  ?   and  wholly  the  fame  ?  that 
t*  they  are  not  depraved,  and  wilfully  corrupted  ?  that  thefe 
"  are  all  ?    How  know  you  that  one  of  the  books  of  Efther 
^  is  Canonical,  and  the  other  Apocryphal  ?    Where  is  the 
**  man  that  ever  knew  the  Canon  from  the  Apocrypha,  before 
^^  it  was  told  bim  V*  &c.    I  might  argue  yet  fardier,  and  afk. 
How,  but  by  tradition,  do  moft  men  believe  the  Scriptures  to 
be  truly  tranflated  out  of  their  originals  ?  For,  not  under- 
ftanding  them  themfelves,  they  are  liable  to  be  irnpofed  upon, 
and  neceffitated  to  credit  the  fidelity  of  thofe,  who  do  under- 
hand them.    If  they  do  not  believe  the  tcftimony  and  faithful- 
nefs  of  die  tranflators,  it  is  impoffible^  any  internal  evidence 
fliould  convince  them  cS  the  truth  of  the  books  tranflated* 
But  to  omit  this,  it  is  indeed  very  obfervable,  that  the  fame 
writers,  who  at  fome  times  have  wrote  warmly  for  the  tefti- 
mony  of  the  Spirit,  have  at  other  times,  forgetting  this,  given 
up  the  whole  of  the  controverfy,  by  allowing  all  to  the  Church 
and  tradition.    Nothing  lefs  than  this  is  certainly  implied  in 
that  conceffion  of  Dr.  Whitaker^,  That  the  Cljurch  has  pow^ 
/r,  or  it  belongs  to  its  office^  to  judge  or  determine^  what  are 
truej  genuine^  and  Canonical  book's ;  and  what  are  falfe^  fp^^l'* 
ous^  and  y^pocryphaL    And  I  cannot  but  obferve,  that  Calvin 
himfelf,  though  in  the  palTages  above-cited,  he  fays,  Men  can* 
not  by  any  arguments  be  brought  to  believe  the  Scriptur  es  \  yet,  in 
the  next  chapter 'J,  does  himfelf  make  ufe  of  many  arguments 
taken  from  tejiimony  and  tradition  for  this  purpofe ;  fuch  aS| 
The  providence  of  God  in  preferving  them  under  the  tyranny  of 
Antiochus EpiphaneSy  the  Septuagint  tranjlation^^ c.  for  the  Old 
Tejlament :  the  wonderful futcefs  of  Chrijiianity  againfi  all  oppo^ 
fttiony  the  mighty  prevalence  of  its  do^rineSj  the  death  of  mar^ 
tyrs^  Sec.  all  which  are  founded  only  upon  hiftory  and  tradition. 
Others  who,  unwilling  to  difpute  the  fufficiency  of' the  argu- 
ment from  internal  evidences,  have  attempted  a  fort  of  medi- 
um, or  compounding  the  matter,  by  a  ftrangc  fort  of  mixture 


p    Controvcrf.   de,S:riptur.   I.  «  Inftit.  Chrlft.  Relig,  1. 1 .  c.  8, 

Qiiaeft.  III.  c.  2.  juxt.  fin.*  §.  lo. 


E4 


of 
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of  both.  Thus  Dr.  Cofin  %  allowing  the  force  of  internal 
teftimonies  to  prove  the  Scriptures^  (ays,  that  <<  notwithftand* 
*'  ing  this,  for  the  particular^  number  of  fuch  books,  wliether 
*'  they,  be  more  or  lefs,  we  have  no  better  nor  other  external 
*'  teftimony,  or  rule  herein  to  guide  us,  than  the  conftant 
^<  voice  of  the  Catholic  Church,  as  it  h^  been  delivered  to 
"  U5  upon  record  from  one  generation  to  another."  To  mc 
(though  I  freely  own,  and  thank  Gpd,  I  am  able  to  fee  an 
excellency  in  the  Scriptures  far  beyond  all  other  books,  and 
truft  to  feel  more  of  the  efficacy  daily  ypon  my  own  heart,  by 
the  Spirit  of  God)  nothing  feems  ooore  unreafonable  than  this 
fort  of  compofition.  It  is  in  other  words  no  more  than  this: 
The  internal  evidences  of  the  Scriptures  convince  us  in  ge-- 
neral  they  are  divine,  but  not  in  particular ;  they  convince 
us  all  the  books  are,  but  Jiot  fuch  aqd  fuch  particular  ones ; 
which,  I  think,  is  a  direct  contradiction.  Piaca&us  is  fonoe* 
what  more  condflient  with  himfelf ;  though,  I  believe,  his 
compounding  notion  will  hardly  be  approved  %  vi^.  '^  That 
'^  the  truly  Canonical  books  have  more  or  .fewer,  greater  or 
<'  fmaller,  characters  and  evidences  of  their  divinity,  as  they 
"  are  more  or  lefs  neceflary  to  the  Church  j  and  on  the  con- 
^^  trary.  Apocryphal  books,  as  they  are  more  or  lefs  unfit  for 
"  the  Canon,  have  more  or  fewer,  greater  or  lefs  evidences 
<^  of  human  compofure  :  fo  that  (fays  he)  there  may  be  fome 
^^  Canonical  books,  fuch,  for  inftance,  as  the  Book  of  Eft  her, 
*'  which  we  fhall  hardly  be  able  to  prove'  Canonical ;  and 
*'  fome  Apocryphal  pieces,  fuch  as  the  Prayer  of  Manailes'f 
^'  which  we  fliall  hardly  be  able  to  prove  Apocryphal,  by  any 
^^  other  arguments,  than  fuch  as  are  drawn  from  the  language 
^^  in  which  they  are  written,  and  the  conftant  teftimony  of 
"  the  antient  Church."  The  plain  meaning  of  which  is,  That 
fome  books  prove  themfelves  to  be  of  divine  original,  others 
do  not ;  the  Spirit  di<Slated  fome  books,  which  evidence  they 
are  his,  others  which  do  not.  Every  one  can  fee,  how  contrary 
this  is  to  the  Reformers'  doctrine;  and  I  am  unwilling  to 

'  Scholaft.  Hift.  of  the  Canon,      TheflT.  Salmur. 
§.8.  ^  It  is  extant  among  the  Apo- 

'  Differt.  Ue  Canon.  §.  24..  inter      crypha  of  the  Old  Teftament. 

make 
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nake  any  otber  infereoice;  ohly  would  hence  obferve>.what  ab<- 
iardides  the  greateft  men  run  into,  vA^  do  npt  allow  Cbem« 
felv€«  a  j  uft  fr^docn  of  thought 

Up#n  the  whole,  then,  the  fubftance  of  what  I  contend  for  U  } 
Tbe  &cred  books  of  the  New  Teftament  at  their  firft  wri- 
tiag,  wer^  pubUAie^  'abroad  in  Uie  W4>rk^  and  delivered  to  thf 
firft  Churches,  in^diftant  (countries,  for  their  ufe :  the;  who  &ri| 
lecoived  theoi,  knew  theca  to  be  the  hooks  of  the  peribns  un« 
def  whofe  names  they  were  publiflied,  and  could  and  did  tei^ 
tify  to  the  fiicceediog  ages,  what  they  thus  knew  of  thefe 
£i£b.  This  teftin»ony  of  the  prioaitive  Churches  is  ftill  faith* 
fiilly  ppeferved  in  the  wf ttings  of  the  antient  Chriftians,  and 
|S  Aerefefe  not  only  a  good  and  fiaffident,  but  the  principal 
means,  by  which  we  know  the  truth  of  the  fa^  Yiz%  that  die 
books  were  written  by  fuch  and  fuch  men.  Befide  this,  the 
beeks  diemielves  contain  in  diemfelves  evidences  of  their 
excellency  above  all  others ;  which  (hould  be  the  means  to' 
ftrengthen  and  confirm  our  faith:  and  for  our  farther  help^ 
we  are  to^  hope  for  the  influences  of  God's  Holy  Spirit,  to 
clear  our  judgments,  and  free* us  from  thofe  prejudices,  which 
we  naturally  have  againft  divine  things  ;  to  help  us  to  fee  the 
former  evidences  in  their  due  flrength,  and  fo  to  imprefs  the 
diings  revealed  on  our  minds,  as  to  produce  a  fuitable  condu£l: 
and  behaviour. 

There  is  only  one  objedion,  as  far  as  I  tan  fee,  left,  which 
defcrves  any  confideration  ;  and  that  is,  If  it  is  by  tradition, 
and  fearching  the  records  of  the  antiehts,  that  we  are  to  have 
(atisfeiftion  as  to  the  truth  of  the  Scriptures,  then  the  greater 
part  of  ChriflianSy  who  are  not  capable  of  doing  thisy  mujl  he 
without  fatisf action* 

To  which  I  anfwer,  That  though  the  bulk  of  Chriflians 
cannot  themfelves  have  recourfc  to  thefe  original  cadences  j 
yet  there  are  many,  who  have  with  a  great  deal  of  dilig<mc9 
and  impartiality  made  it  their  bufinefs  to  do  it,  whofe  tefti* 
monies  they  have,  and  may  fefely  depend  upon,  as  they  nei- 
ther can  nor  would  deceive  in  a  matter  of  fuch  importance. 
Nor  does  it  follow  from  hence,  that  their  faith  is  ill  grounded, 
becaufe  it  relies  on  the  teftimony  of  fallible  men,  and  fo  is 

but 
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but  a  human  faith ;  for  diis  isi  no  more  than  what  equally 
follows  from  their  not  knowing  die  original  languages,  and 
fo  being  in  confequence  obliged  to  depend  upon  the  veracity 
and  judgment  of  others,  for  the  truth  and  goodnefs  of  it". 

If  any,  after  all,  oppofe  their  own  experience  to  what  I 
above  faid ;  I  defire  them  to  confider,  i.  That  this  {can  be  no 
argument  to  prove  the  Scriptures  to  another  5  and,  2.  Whe- 
ther the  utmoft  he  can  infer  from  his  experience  with  reafon 
be  not  this,  That  he  has  felt  the  powerful  influences  of  the 
Chriftian  Religion,  revealed  in  the  New  Teftament,  upon 
his  heart,  without  having  ever  been  made  to  know,  at  any  par- 
ticular time,  that  fuch  books  and  fuch  paflages  were  of  divine 
original,  or  to  diftinguifh  what  is  geiluine  in  them,  from 
what  is  fpurious  *? 


CHAP.    VIII. 

A  large  Account  of  all  the  Places  in  the  Chrijliah  Writers  of 
the  four  firji  Centuries^  where  Catalogues  are  to  be  found  of 
•     the  Books  of  the  New  Tejlament. 

PROP.    IV. 

Thofe  Books,  which  are  mentioned  in  the  Catalogues  made 
by  die  mod  andent  Chriftian  Writers,  of  the  (acred  and 
infpired  Books,  are  to  be  efteemed  Canonical ;  and  thofe 
which  are  not  found  in  any  of  thefe  Catalogues^  muft  be  - 
efteemed  Apocryphal. 

THIS  Propofition  does  neceffarily  depend  upon,  and  fol- 
low from  the  foregoing  one;  for  if  the  tradition 
or  teftimony  of  the  moft  early  writers'  of  Chriftianity  be, 
as  was  there  proved,  the  method,  by  which  we  are  to  de- 
termine concerning  the  authority  of  any  book,  their  evidence 

"  Satnt^sReft,  Parts,  c.  4.  §.  6.  nature  of  the  tradition,  that  efta. 

*    They    are    Biihop    Burnet's  bliflies  the  Cawon  of  the  New  Teft- 

words  on  Art.  6.  p.  79.     He  who  ament,  may  read   Mr.   JDodweir$ 

Would  iee  more  of  the  neceifity  and  DilTcrt.  inlren.  i*  §•  35>  3^9  37' 

can 
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can  never  be  more  clear  or  material,  than  vrhen  thej  purpofely 
give  us  lifts  or  catalogues  of  thoie  books,  which  are  to  be 
received  as  {acred  and  Canonical.  All  thefe  catalogues  t 
have  with  much  labour  endeavoured  to  colled,  and  (hall  pre- 
fendy  produce ;  premiiing  only,  that  the  omiffion  of  a  book 
in  fome  one  or  two  particular  catalogues,  cannot  with  any 
reafon  be  urged  againft  its  Canonical  authority,  if  it  be 
found  in  all,  or  moft  of  the  others ;  and  any  good  reafons  caa 
be  affigned  for  the  omiffion  where  it  is.  Thus,  for  inftance* 
the  Revelation  is  omitted,  either  becaufe  it  was  not  perhaps 
known  to  the  author,  or  its  credit  not  fufficiently  eftablifhed 
in  the  country  where  he  lived ;  or,  which  perhaps  may  be  as 
probable  as  the  other,  becaufe  It  being  fo  full  of  myfteries^ 
few  or  none  were  judged  proper  or  able  to  read  it  to  any  pur* 
pofe.  This  was  certainly  the  cafe  in  England;  this  book 
being,  for  this  reafon,  omitted  in  the  public  Calendar  for 
reading  the  Scriptures,  though  it  be  received  into  the  Canon* 
If  therefore  thefe,  or  any  fuch  good  reafons  can  ,be  aiSgned 
for  the  omiffion  of  a  book  in, a  particular  catalogue  (as,  I 
hope,  will  appear  in  the  particular  examination  of  the  books), 
it  will  be  very  unfair  to  infer,  from  my  Propofition,  that  fuch 
book  is  Apocryphal,  efpecially  when  it  is  to  be  found  in  many, 
or  moft  other  catalogues.  This  premifed,  1  fhall  now  pro«- 
duce  the  catalogues  themfelves,  not  at  length,  which  would 
be  a  needlefs  tranfcribing  the  fame  things  many  times  over  ; 
but  only  citing  the  feveral  places  in  the  authors  where  they 
are,  and  noting  the  leaft  difference  from  our  prefent  Canon, 
sind  withal  adding  the  year  of  their  writing. 
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Jl  LIST  of  all  tbofi  Places  in  the  Chrifiian  Wriiers 
of  the  four  firft  Centuries ^  in  which  are  to  be  found 
Catalogues  of  the  Books  of  the  New  "Tejiament. 

tf.  B.  In  moft  of  thcfe  places  the  Reader  may  alfo  fee  Cata- 
logues of  the  Books  of  the  Old  Teftament ;  and,  for  the 
benefit  of  thofe,  who  may  deiire  to  know  which  thofe  Places 
are,  I  have  marked  them  thus  *. 


The  Names  of 
the  Writers. 


I. 

*  Origen,  a 
Prefbyter  of  A- 
lexandria,  who 
employed  incre- 
dible pains  in 
knowing  the 
Scriptures. 

II. 
eusebius 
Paj^philus, 
whofe  writings 
evidence  his 
zeal  about  the 
Sacred  Writ- 
ings, and  his 
great  care  to 
be  informed, 
which  were 
genuine,  and 
which  not. 


B 

M 


h'js 


J.C 
zio. 


315- 


The  Variation  or  Agree- 
ment of  their  Catalogues 
with  ours  now  received. 


The  Places  of  theii 
Writings,  in  which 
thefe  Catalogues 


ai'e. 


Omits  the  Epiftles 
of  James  and  Jude, 
though  he  owns  them 
both  in  other  parts 
of  his  writings. 


His  Catalogue  is  ex- 
adly  the  fame  with 
the  modern  one ;  on> 
ly  he  fays,  the  Epif- 
tles of  James,  Jude, 
the  2d  of  Peter,  the 
2d  and  3d  of  John, 
though  they  were  ge- 
nerally received,  yet 
had  been  by  fome 
doubted  of.  As  to  the 
Revelation,  though 
he  fays  fome  rejefi- 
ed  it,  yet  he  fays  o- 
thers  received  it;  and 
himfelf  places  it  a- 
mong  thofe,  whic]i 
are  to  be  received 
without  difpute. 


Comment,  in 
Matth^  apud 
Eufeb.    Hifi. 
EccL  L  6.  c.  25. 
Expofiuinyoan, 
L  $.  apud  Eufeb. 
ibid. 


Hifi.  Eccl  I.  3. 
c.i^uonfer  e^ 
jufdem  hb.  c.  3. 
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The  Names  of 
the  Writd-s.     I  '^  -5 


si 

to  i^ 

6^ 


The  Variation  or  Agree- 
ment of  their  Catalogues 
with  onrs  now  received. 


III. 

*Athanasi- 
U8,  Bp.  of  A- 
lexandria. 

IV. 
♦Cyril,  Bp, 

of  Jerulalem. 


V. 

♦TheBifliops 
aifembled  in 
the  Council  of 
Laodicea, 


VI. 

Epiphanius, 
Bp,  of  Salamis 
in  Cyprus. 
ViL 
Gregory 
Nazianzen, 
Bp.  of  Con- 
ftantifx>ple. 

VIII. 
Philastrius, 
Bp.  of  Brixia 
in  Venice. 


J.  a 
315. 


340, 


364- 

t 


The  fame  perfeSly 
with  ours  now  re- 
ceived. 


The  fame  with  ours, 
only  the  Revelation 
is  omitted. 

The  Revelation  is  o- 
mitted. 


370.jThe  fame  with  ours 
now  received. 


375- 


Omits  the  Revelati- 
on. 


380. 


The  fame  with  ours 
now  received;  ex- 
cept that  he  men- 
tions only  thirteen 
of  St.  Paul's  Epif- 
tles  (omitting,  very 
probably,  the  E  pi  file 
to  the  Hebrews), and 
leaves  out  the  Reve- 
lation. 


The  Places  of  their 
Writings,  in  which 
thefe  Catalogues 
are. 


Fragment.  Epifl. 
PeftaU  it  in  Sy- 
nopf,  Scriptur, 
Sacr. 

Catecb.Vf  .%.if>. 


Canon,  LX. 

i\r.B.  The  Canons  of 
this  Council  were 
not  long  afterwards 
received  into  the 
body  of  the  Canons 
of  the  univerfal 
Church. 

Haref.  76.  c.  5. 


Carm.  de  verts  et 
genuin,  Scrip^ 
tur. 


Lib.  di  Haref^ 

87. 


t  The  Pa^nfls  generally  place  this  Council  befbre  the  Ccuncll  of  Nice, 
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PART  I. 


s  in 
ived 

• 

w  ,-* 

Th^  Names  of 

the  Writers. 

h-6 

^Xi 

Jiu 

^'4 

^ 

IX- 

J.  a 

*  Jerome^ 

382. 

X. 

*  RUFFIN, 

Preftyter  of 
Aquilegium. 
XL 
♦Austin, 
Bp.  of  Hippo 
in  Africa. 
XII. 
*  The  xLiv 
Bps.  aiTenibled 
in  the  third 
Council  of 
Carthage. 
XIII. 
The  aaony- 
mous  author  of 
the  works  un- 
der the  name 

of  DiONVSIUS 

the  Ar^op^g^te. 


The  Variation  or  Agree- 
ment of  iheir  Catalogues 
with  ours  now  received. 


39O' 


394 


St. 
Audin 

was 
prefent 
at  it. 


39O' 


The  Tame  with  ours ; 
except  that  he  fpeaks 
dubioufly  of  the  E- 
pift.  to  the  Hebrews ; 
though  in  other  parts 
of  his  writings  he  re- 
ceives it  as  Canoni- 
cal ;  as  hereafter  will 
appear. 

It  perfedlly  agrees 
with  ours. 


It  perfeftly  agrees 
with  ours. 


It  pcrfedHy  agrees 
with  ours. 


It  fecms  perfcSly  to 
agree  with  ours:  for 
though  he  doth  not, 
for  good  reafons^  pro- 
duce the  names  of 
the  books  -,  yet  (as 
the  learned  Daille 
fays,  Z>^  Script,  fup- 
fofit.  Dionyf.  L  i. 
c.  16.)  he  fo  clearly 
defcribes  them,  as 
that  he  has  left  out 
no  divine  book,  may 
be  eafily  perceived. 


rhe  Places  of  their 
Writings,  in  which 
thefe  Catalogues 


are. 


Ep.  ad  PauHn. 
dejiud*  Script, 
Alfo  commonly 
prefixed  to  the 
Latin  Fulgate. 


Extfof.  in  Symb, 
Apojlol.  §.  36. 
int.  Op.    Hie^ 
ron.  et   inter 
Op.  Cypr. 


De  Doa.  Chriji. 
/.  2.  c.  8. 


Vid.  Canon. 

XLVII. 

et  cap.  ult. 


Lib*   de  Hie" 
rarch.  Eccl. 

^•3- 


Thcfe 
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Theie  are  tbe  principal  catalogues  of  the  books  of  the 
New  Teftament,  that  are  to  be  found  before  the^fth  cen* 
tuij.  Some  perhaps  have  efcaped  my  knowledge;  and  fome, 
pretending  to  this  age,  I  have  purpofel^  omitted :  as  that  in 
the  Conftitutions  under  the  Apoftles'  names,  and  that  in  the 
85^  Canon,  under  the  (aid  name ';  taking  it  here  for  grant- 
ed, that  they  are  not  only  fpurious,  but  of  uncertain  original ; 
and  that  attributed  by  Pappus,  in  his  Synodicon,  to  the  Coun* 
cil  of  Nice%  with  this  relation.  That  the  Biihops  there  af- 
fembled  were,  by  a  very  extraordinary  miracle,  convinced 
which  were  infpired,  and  which  were  Apocryphal  books,  after 
this  manner :  Having  put  all  the  booisj  that  laid  claim  t9  in^ 
fpiration^  under  the  amanunion-tabli  in  a  Churchy  they  prayed 
to  Gody  that  thofe  which  were  of  Divine  injpiration  might  be 
found  above^  or  upon^  the  table ^  thofe  which  were  Apocryphal 
might  be  found  under ;  and  accordingly ^  as  they  prayed^  it  came 
to  pafi.  Such  accounts  are  not  only  very  falfe  and  fabulous, 
but  plainly  ridiculous  2^d  incredible. 


CHAP.    IX. 

Horu)  we  are  to  judge  of  the  Canonical  Authority  of  any  Booi^ 
by  its  being  cited  by  any  Chrijiian  Writers* 

PROP.    V. 

Thofe  Books  are  juftly  efteemed  Canonical,  which  the  firft 
Writers  of  Chriftianity  have  cited  in  their  Writings  as 
Scripture ;  and  thofe  Apocryphal,  which  they  have  not. 

THE  truth  of  each  part  of  the  Propofition   neceffarily 
follows  from  Prop.  IIL    For  if  we  are  to  receive  what 
they  received  as  Canonical,  we  are  infallibly  fure  of  this,  by 

y  Conftit.  Apoft.  c.  57.  ^  T«?  diov-yct/r«(  Iveiimt  to»   Kv^mv 

*  'Et^yap  T«  iiua  rfi  0i5  iulr»      f|«iTU<r«/w'wj,  xai  rag  xi^^Xaj,  o 

vst^u  TJJ  diicc  r^uvi^ri  avroi  'met-      xalyiyoHf,  vvoxeLrv&u.  Syn.  34, 

obferving 


64  lisw  ia  jadgt  ^ the  tKk^l* 

Dbferving  what  hots  thty  cited  us  Scripture  h  their  Wcfrks^ 
and  tUfbat  Ihey  did  fi»t.  An  univerfal  agreement  oF  writets 
in  the  moft  remote  countries,  in  quoting  the  fame  books  as 
Scripture,  and  no  other  as  fuch,  is,  if  the  fad  be  true,  a  tery 
plain  and  debionftr ative  indication  of  the  true  Canon.  It  is 
not  at  ^U  necefiary  I  fliould  here  go  about  to  prove  the  fad, 
viz,  that  the  writers  of  the  firft  four  Centuries  have  cited 
fuch  and  fuch  boc^s,  and  univerially  omitted  others ;  this  I 
hope  to  make  good  hereafter.  AH  that  £  contend  for  now  is, 
that  if  they  have  done  fo,  it  is  a  proof  to  us,  diat  the  books 
cited  are  Canonical,  and  the  books  not  cited  are  Apocryphal; 
and  that  will  appear  thus :  Their  univerial  agreement  to  cite 
fome  books,  and  omit  others,  muft  neceflariJy  proceed  from 
6ne  rfthefe  two  caufes,  viz.  either, 

1.  Btcaufe  they  had  mt  yet  feen  or  kno^vnany  ether  books 
claiming  Divine  authority^  heftdes\hofe  which  they  did  cite  y  or, 

2.  Becaufe-if  they  did  know  them^  they  did  not  ejteem  them  of 
equal  authority  with  thpfe  which  they  did  cite, 

Befides  thefe,  1  cannot  conceive  any  other  reafon  affign- 
able*  Now  if  the  Jaft  be  affigned,  the  matter  is  given  up, 
and  the  Propofition  at  once  eftablifhed  5  for  what  the  an- 
tients  looked  upon  as  Canonical  and  Apocryphal,  we  are  (by 
Prop.  III.)' to  judge  fo  too.  If  the  firft  be  faid,  viz.  That 
Ahefe  hooks  are  cited^  and  no  other^  becaufe  thefe  had  the  good 
fortune  to  he  knoivn^  andthe  others  had  not  \  this  will  be  no 
lefs  giving  up  the  caufe  j  for  their  not  being  known,  is  to  us 
(by  Prop.  III.)  the  famie  as  not  being  Canonical  j  inafmuch 
as  this  their  obfcurity  proceeded  from  their  wanting  that  pub- 
lic teflimooy  of  their  being  wrote  by  the  Ap<^les,  which 
the  other  books  had.given  them  by  the  Churches.  The  Pro- 
pofition therefore  holds  good;  and  I  cannot  but  think  it 
worth  obfervlng,  that  Eufebius  (to  whom,  above  all  befides, 
we  are  indebted  for  our  helps  to  eftablilh  the  Canon)  makes 
frequent  ufe  of  the  very  fame  Propofition,  to  diftinguifh  be- 
tween thofe  books  which  are,  or  are  not  to  be  received.  So, 
for  inflauce,  he  proves  the-  firft  Epiftie  of  Peter  to  be  ge- 
nuine, becaufe  the  moji  antient  writers  of  Chriflianity  before 
his  time  made  continual  ufe  of  it  in  their  writings^  as  an  un- 
:  doubted 
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AiAtid  hook  ^ ;  and  a  little  afterwards  \  proves  the  Ads  of  Pe- 
ter,  the  Oofpel,  the  Preaching,  aiid  the  Revelation  of  Peter^ 
to  be  Apo^rypha)^  bicaufe  none  of  the  writirs  of  the  Chrijiian 
'Gnirch  bmje  in  their  writings  tak^  any  tejiimonies  out  oftbefe 
hooks.  And  elfewhere%  having  mentioned  feveral  fpurious 
"booths  lijider  the  Apoftles'  names,  fuch  as  the  Gofpels  of  Pe^ 
ter,  Thomas,  Matthias,  the  A£ts  of  Andrew  and  John,  and 
others,  he  rejects  them,  bec^fe  no  Ecdeftaftical  writer  hath 
jMde  any  ufe  of  them  in  his  writings. 

This  argument  does  fo  diredly  prove  and  eftabli(h  our  pre- 
sent Canon,  that  thofe  who  attempt  to  weaken  the 'Canon, 
have  always  made  it  their  main  work  to  (hew,  that  the  firft 
ttffiters  wore  wont  indifferentiy  or  promijiuotifly  to  quote  the 
Scriptures  we  now  rueive^  and  others^  in  th^ir  works*  So  Mr. 
Dodwell  iti  the  famous  paflage  above  cited  *  ;  and  Mr.  To- 
land  in  his  Amyntor  has  done  little  elfe  but  paraphrafed  upon 
this  diought,  which  he  borrowed  from  Mr.  Dodwell.  I  am 
ibrrytofay,  that  Several  learned  men  have  too  unguardedly 
dropped  expreffions  of  the  like  nature ;  as  has  been  obferved  in 
the  beginning  of  the  Diflertation  prefixed  to  this  volume. 
In  anfwer  to  this  opinion  of  Mr*  Dodwell  and  Mr.  Toland, 
feveral  things  hav^  been  well  urged  by  Mr.  Nye  %  and  after 
him  by  Mr.  Richardfon' :  but  it  appears  to  me  impoffible  to 
give  a  due  anfwer  to  it  any  other  way,  than  by  a  particular 
furvey  c^  all  the  places  in  the  Fathers,  where  they  are  fuppofed 
to  have  quoted  any  other  books  as  Scripture,  befide  thofe  now 
received ',  whkh  is  propofed  as  the  work  of  the  fecond  part  of 
this  volitme.  In  the  mean  time,  for  the  better  expkuntng  and 
eftabliihing  my  Propofition,  I  mttft  obferve  three  or  four 
things. 

Afifi^TA;  h  roTs  o^m  owtS*  x«-  arutaf  ns  eump  tig  f4.9VfAn9  dyayth 

fauj^jpinat   evyrfdfA.fjMO^i^      Hift.  i^tuffsf.     Hift.  Eccl.  L  3.  c.  25. 

Eccl.  1.  3,  c.  3.       .  •*  JDiffert.  i.  in  Iren.§.  3S,  39. 

•*  •Oti  /*j5ti  «px;«/«f,  ft^i  rSf  .      •  Defence  of  the  Canon,  p.  57, 

,^,^-j.N, -.    ,>      »  -w  '/  f  Canon  Vindicated,  p.  23,  &c. 

ff^To  fittfTv^toui,     ibid. 

Vol.  I.  F  i.  That 


66  Books^  read  in  the  FAUT  l. 

1.  That  the  Propojition  does  not  mean  a  hare  citing  of  a  hwik^ 
hut  citing  it  as  Scripture.  St.  Paul  has  cited  Aratus,  Mcnan- 
der,  and  Epimenides  j  the  firft  Chriftian  writers  have  cited  a 
thoufand  heathen  authors,  which>  I  hope,  no  one  would  have 
made  part  of  the  Canon. 

2.  That  the  Propofttion  does  not  determine  the  authority  of 
any  book  or  booksy  upon  the  credit  of  any  one  or  two  particular 
writers^  but  the  whole  body  of  the  writers  of  the  primitive 
Church :  and  therefore  if  one  or  two  particular  perfons  (hould 
appear  to  be  impofed  upon,  either  in  reje£ling  or  receiving 
any  book,  we  are  not  from  their  fingle  teftimony  to  argu^ 
againft  the  book ;  efpecially,  ' 

3.  If  it  appear  from  other  parts  of  their  writings,  by  the 
moft  undoubted  evidence,  that  they  did  not  receive  the  book  they 
feem  to  receive^  or  reje£l  the.  book  theyfeemto  rejeSfy  in  this  par* 
ticular  place. 


Tf 


C  H  A  P.     X. 

Concerning  the  Reading  of  the  Sacred  Books  in  the  Primitivi 
Churchesy  as  a  Proof  of  their  Canonical  Authority. 

PROP.     VI. 

Thofe  Books  are  Canonical,  which  the  Primitive  Chriftians 
read  in  their  Churches,  or  publick  Allemblies,  as  the  Scrip- 
tures, or  Word  of  God. 

THE  evidence  of  this  Propofition  is  the  (ame  as  of  the  two 
foregoing,  from  Prop.  III.  As  it  was  the  conftant  prac- 
tice of  the  Jewilh  Church  in  their  fynagogues,  fo  it  was  of 
the  Chriftians  inr  their  religious  meetings,  to  read  the  facred 
Scriptures.  This  pra6Hce  is  clearly  proved  from  Col.  iv.  16. 
where  St.  Paul  mentions  the  reading  publickly  in  the.Churck 
of  the  Coloilians  and  Laodiceans,  his  Epiftle  to  the  former, 
as  alfo  an  Epiftle  from  the  latter  in  the  Church  of  the  former* 

This 
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This  we  find  in  the  beginning  of  the  fecond  century,  from 
Juftin  Martyr  ?•  On  thi  day^  fays  he,  which  is  called  Sunday^ 
there  is  a  meeting  of  all  [the  Chriftians]  who  live  either  in  cities 
or  country  places^  and  the  memoirs  of  the  Apoftlesy  and  xuritings 
of  the  Prophets  are  read.  So  Tertullian,  giving  an  account 
of  the  Chriftians'  meetings,  lays,  ^  Hey  ajfembled  to  read  the 
Scriptures^  and  to  offer  up  prayers.  And  in  another  place  '\ 
among  the  folemn  exercifes  of  the  Lord^s  day^  he  reckons  reading 
the  &cripturesy  ftnging  Pfalms^  (^c.  The  fame  account  we 
have  in  Cyprian ",  the  antient  book  under  the  name  of  Dto- 
nyfius  the  Areopagite  \  and  feveral  other  antient  writers,  cited 
hy  Pamelius  in  his  learned  notes  on  Tertullian's  Apology  ^. 
Now,  I  £iy,  thefe  books  are  to  be  received  by  as  as  Canoni* 
cal,  forafmuch  as  this  pradice  of  reading  the  Scriptures  was 
fo  very  early,  that  it  is  hardly  poflible  to  fuppofe  the  Churches 
impofed  upon  by  any  fpurious  or  forged  pieces.  Hence  Cyril 
of  Jerulalen^inftru&ing  his  Catechumen  concerning  the  Scrip- 
tures, tells  him  **,  to  avoid  Jpocryphal  booisj  andjiudy  carefully 
thofe  Scriptures  only^  which  were  puhUckly  read  in  the  Church  ; 
and  a  litde  after^  having  given  him  a  catalogue  of  the  facred 
books,  he  adds,  kt  all  others  he  rejeifed\  and  fuch  as  are  not 
read  in  the  Qjurches^  neither  do  you  read  in  private.  Hence, 
in  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century,  it  was  decreed  by  the 
Council  of  Laodicea,  in  their  fifty-ninth  Canon,  that  no  private 
pfalms  Jhould  be  read  in  the  Churchy  nor  any  books  without  the 

«  t;  t5^  Sx'w  TAy^ytifn  ifjii^         ^  Cypr,  Epift.   3«,  59. 

minmnarti  m^K  »  iym  fwwV  .  ]  Hiciarch.  Ecclef.  c.  3.  j«xt. 
T«,  .^.  T.^«t;To  <nj.^<rH  y«t.  „  Scil  in  Apolog.  c.  39. 

T«»,  xa*  T»  a^of^^t^iVf^ra  rm  „  ^^  ^  ^^  a^^K^v^a  ^14, 

•TOfoA*;,,  1,  r»  avyr^af^f^rar^  J^^.  xo,m- ra^V  ^o'.«;  ^Wm  <r*re. 

jrpo^«^  amy^^na,.  Apoi.  a.  ^.^^^  ^  ^^x   .^  ;^xx^W«  f^ra' 

*  ^  dogimur  ad  divinarum  litcra-  ^»?t^'^^  awytwcneo^tir 

mm   commemorationem,      ApoU  '^  ,^  ^ow»  mwrct  i^a  x§i<r^tt  it 

adv.  gent.  c.  39.  hvri^Uy  %eu  oaa  fih  iv  'fxx^TxrUtf 

*  Inter  Dominica  folennia— Scrip-  ^^  dtuyiMoiuruty  vavra-  fAr,^E  xat- 

tux«  kguntur,  aut  Pfalmi  canun-  ^^  ^^^,  dmyiifij<na.      Catcclu 

tur,  aut  allocutioncs  proreruntur,  IV,  §.  35^  36. 
aat  petitionee  delegantur.  De  Ani-  .        *    * 
wa,  c.  9. 

F  2  Canon^' 


Q' 


^ 
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Canoriy  but  only  the  Canonical  ones  of  the  Old  and  New  Tefta* 
ment. 

But  notwithftandmg  this  and  the  fubfequcnt  decree  of  the 
third  Council  of  Carthage,  Canon  XLVII.  it  is  certain  fomc 
other  pieces  were  read  in  the  Churches,  both  as  of  the  Old 
and  New  Teftament,  befidc  thofe  which  we  now  receive, 
long  before  they  were  made,  as  well  as  about  that  time. 
Thus,  for  infiance,  among  die  books  of  the  New>  Dionyfius, 
a  bifliop  of  Coripth  in  the  fecond  century,  in  a  letter  to  die 
Church  of  Rome  %  tells  them,  they  read  on  the  Lord^s  Day 
Clements  Epijlle  to  them  in  their  ajfemblies ;  and  Eufebius  ^ 
declares  it  to-  have  been  univerfally  received^  and  read  in  mojl 
Churches^  both  in  his  and  former  times.  The  fame  he  feys  of 
the  Shepherd  of  Hernias'^  ^  that  it  was  read  in  many  Churches  \ 
which  is  confirmed  by  Athanafius '  and  Ruffinus  •  both  con- 
cerning this  and  fome  other  books. 

Befides,  the  book  of  the  Revelation  was  not  read  in  the 
Churches^  according  to  Cyril ;  nor  commanded  to  be  read  by 
the  Council  of  Laodicea :  and  fo  it  may  be  obje^ed,  that  if  the 
Propofition  we  are  difcufling  be  true^  as  the  former  books 
which  were  read  (fuch  as  Clemens,  Hermas^  &c.)  ibould  be 
received  by  us  into  the  Canon,  as  they  are, by  Mr.  Whift<Mi;» 
fo  the  Revelation  fhould  be  left  out..  But,  as  was  faid  on  a 
like  account  (Prop*  ult.),the  full  antwo*  to  this  cannot  be  till 
the  books  are  particularly  examined  y  never thelefs,.  I  would 
obferve, 

Firft,  Tl^at  the  Propofition  ffeaks  only  of  hooks-that  were  read 
in  Churches  as  Scripture ;  and  that  there  is  a  vajl  difference 
between  being  read  in  a  Churchy  and  being  of  divine  infpiration^ 
For  it  is  certain,  there  were  many  books  read,  which  were  not 
looked  upon  as  infallible  and  Canonical  Scripture,  but  only 
as  pious  and  ufeful  books,  which  might  be  of  fervice  to  the 
common  people^  Thefe  books,  in  .contradiftin£Uon  to  the  other, 
they  were  wont  ta  call  Ecclcfiaftical.     There  are  other  books^ 

"  Apud  Eufcb.  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  s^  '  Eplft.  Pafchal. 

C..16.                                             '  •  Expofit.  in  Symbol.  ApoftoL  §. 

p  Id,  1.  4.  c.  23.  35*. 
1  Id.  1.  3.  c.  3. 

fa.y5 


OTAK  X>  Primitive  Churchts^  Canonicatn  69 

Cays  Ruffin^>  which  are  not  called  by  our  ancejlors  Canonical^  but 
EcclejS^iealyBmcmg  which  he  reckons  the  Wtictom  of  Solomon, 
wd  the  Wifdom  of  the  Son  of  Sirach  (which  on  this  very  ac- 
count had  its  title  of  Eccteftafticus),  Tobit,  Judith^  Maccabeesi 
the  Shepherd  of  Hennas,  and  the  Judgment  of  Peter.  Accord* 
ingly  Jerome ",  fpeaking  of  the  books  of  Tobit,  Judith,  &c. 
The  Church  reads  thern^  fays  he^  but  does  not  receive  them  as 

Canonical  Scrif^ure //  reads  them  for  the  edification  of  the 

common  people^  not  as  having  any  authority  to  determine  articles 
of  faith,  '  Juft  of  the  fame  value  were  thefe  books  among  the 
antients,  as  the  Apocrypha  of  the  Old  Teftament  in  the 
Church  of  £ngland,-and  the  Homilies  appointed  to  be  read  in 
the  Churches  are  now;  and  therefore  the  bare  reading  them 
40  the  primitive  aflemblies,  cannot  be  in  itfelf  a  proof  of  their 
Canonical  authority,  unlefs  they  were  read  as  Scripture. 

From  this  obfen''ation  we  may,  1  think,  give  a  very  eafy 
and  natural  account,  how  it  came  to  pafs,  that  any  books  were 
of  dubious  authority  among  the  antients ;  viz.  being  firft  read 
in  the  publick  allemblies  at  the  fame  time  as  the  facred  Scrip* 
tures,  but  only  as  pious  and  ufefal  books ;  thofe  who  in  after 
ages  were  ignorant  of  this  reafon,  began  to  queftion  whether 
they  were  not  of  the  fame  authority  with  the  facred  books 
themfelves ;  and  fo  from  hence  arofe  that  noted  didlinftion  in 
Eufebius  *,  of  thofe  which  were, 

1.  *0/Ao>.o7»/[Asrot,  i.  e.  fuch  as  were  univerfally  received  with- 
out any  controverfy. 

a.  'Am^iy&/^s>o*,  u  e.  fuch  whofe  authority  was  doubted  of 
byfome, 
3.  No9oi,  i.  e*   fuch  which  were  rejeSed  by  all  but  here- 
'  ticks. 

The  (ame  diftinflion  we  find'  in  Cyril  y,  into  thofe  which 
were, 

I*  Uet^a  wuffip  'O/xoXoyi^/bbiya,  1.  e.  fuch  as  all  owned.    And, 

2.  Ta  'A/x^?«7^'/Aiy«^  1.  e^  fuch  as  Were  doubted  of* 


*  Expofit.  in  Symbol.  Apoftol,  *  Hlft.  Eccl.  1.  3.  c.  3.  et  25. 

•36.  y  Catech.  IV.  ^.  33. 

J[  Praefat.  in  Libr.  Solom, 

J  3    .  In 
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In  like  manner  St  Aaftin  *  fytAA  of  diofe,  which  were  xt* 
ceived  by  all  Catholick  Churches,  and  thole  which  were  re* 
jeded  by  ibme  few  Churches;  he  mui|  needs  mean  of  heretickS) 
becaufe  they  are  oppofed  to  the  CathoUcks.  I  own,  indeed,  the 
inftances  Eufebius  produces  of  his  lecond  fort,  were  not 
doubted  of  by  the  reafon  now  affigned ;  bat  whatever  doubt- 
ful books  the  others  meant,  may  be  well  included  in  our  ac- 
count, feeing  they  fpeak  not  of  any  of  the  books  of  the  prefent 
Canon  being  doubted  of,  as  he  does. 

Secondly,  I  obferve,  that  though  Eufebius  and  Ruffin  men- 
tion fome  books  as  read  in  the  Churches,  yet  themfilves  do  ex^ 
prefsly  exclude  them  from  the  Canon ;  as  Eufebius  does  die 
Shepherd  of  Hermas,  placing  it  among  the  fpurtous  books  > ; 
and  Ruffin  in  fb  many  words  tells  us,  it  was  not  reputed  Ca^ 
nomcai\ 

As  to  the  Revelation  being  omitted  in  CyriPs  catalogue, 
and  in  the  eighty-fifth  Canon  of  the  Council  of  Laodicea,  as 
not  being  read  in  the  Churches  5  I  (hall  refer  the  reader  to 
the  reafons  above  affigned  for  its  being  left  out  of  fome  cata- 
logues, and  ta  the  particular  enquiry  into  this  book  here* 
after* 


CHAP.    XL 

Several  PropoJltionSy  whereby  we  may  dijiingmjh  the  Spuriouf* 

nefs  of  many  Booh. 

PROP.    VIL 

That  Book  is  certainly  Apocryphal,  in  which  are  found  any 

Contradi&ions. 

THE  truth  of  this  is  evident :  for  as  both  fides  of  a  contra- 
di(Sory  Propofition  cannot  be  true>  fuch  book  muft  nc- 

»  De  Doa.  Chrift.  1.  2.  c.  S.  »»  Expofit.  in  Symbol.   ApbftoL 

a  Hiii.  £ccl.  1.  3.  c.  3.  §.  36. 

ccflarily 
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ceflarily  contain  tbmewhat  that  is  falfe,  and  confequently  can- 
not have  God  for  its  author,  nor  be  to  us  a  rule  of  dodrine 
and  manners* 


PROP.    VIIL 

That  Book  is  Apocryphal,  which  either  contains  any  Hlfto- 
ries,  or  propofes  any  Doctrines,  contrary  to  thofe  which  are 
certainly  known  to  be  true* 

THIS  is  evident  for  the  fame  realbn  as  the  former  ;  to  im- 
pute fuch  a  book  to  the  infpiration  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  being, 
in  other  words,  to  make  God  the  author  of  a  lie,  and  to  take 
him  for  our  guide  in  matters  of  the  laft  coniequence,  whom 
we  know  to  be  not  only  fallible,  but  a6iually  deceived^ 
.  Coroll.  That  therefore  is  an  Apocryphal  book,  which  con- 
tuns  any  thing  contrary  to  the  known  fa&s,  or  univerfally 
agreed  doArines  of  the  Chriftian  Religion.  I  hope  it  will  not 
b^  thought  a  defe£):  in  ftri£l  reafoning,  that  I  take  it  for  granted^ 
that  the  fubftance  of  Chriftianity  is  true;  for  this  cannot  be 
denied  by  any  who  will  believe  any  matter  of  fa£l,  of  which 
they  have  not  themfelves  been  eye-wItnefTes.  But  if  any  will 
difpute  this,  and  fay,  I  take  for  granted  what  I  ought  not, 
having  not  proved  it ;  I  refer  them  to  what  is  faid,  CoroU.  2. 
Prop.  II.  where,  I  think,  as  much  is  proved,  at  leaft  is  fairly 
implied,  as  I  here  take  for  granted. 

I  purpofely  omit  here  all  inftances,  referving  them  for 
their  proper  places ;  only  would  obferve,  that  Eufcbius  ^ 
makes  ufe  of  the  iame  Propoiition  to  difprove  the  Canonical 
authority  of  many  books,  that  went  under  the  Apoftles'  names. 
The  fentiments,  fa]rs  he,  and  doSirines^  which  are  delivered  in 
thofe  booisy  arefo  very  different  from^  or  contrary  tOythe  true  and 
orthodox  do^rine  of  the  Churchy  as  evidently  demon/Irate  them  ta 

70K    (ftfOfMMJ^    <sr^oa(pc0'K»    'orXu*      KotrctraKTtov,  «M^  ui  euroTra  uroivm 
amfhiffa,  vth  ^  alftrmut  dt^^at      £ccl.  L  3fC.  25. 
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be  the  forgeries  of  bereticis,  and  therefore  not  only  td  be  ranked 
among  fpurious  pieces^  but  to  be  utterly  reje^ed  at  abfurd  and  im^ 
pious.  Thus  alfo  Serapio,- TertuUian,  Epiphanius,  and  maii]^ 
others,  reje<9:  the  particular  Apocryphal  pieces  they  have  oc- 
cafion  in  their  writings  tO' mention  j  and  thus,  by  the  way,  we' 
may  prove  ally  or  moji  of  thofe  booksy  which  are  called  the  Apo^^ 
crypha  of  the  Old  Tejiamentj  to  be  really  fueh^ 

PROP.    IX 

That  Boofc  is  Apocryphal,  in  which  are  contained  Thii^s  lii- 
dicffous  or  triflings  fabulous  or  fUly  Relations*^ 

THIS  will  admit  nadifpute  among  thofe,  who  believe  Godl 
to  be  a  Being  of  infinite  wifdom  and  knowledge..  For  him  t» 
give  us  fuch  books,  would  argue  him  guilty  either  of  weak- 
nefs  and  folly^  or  of  impofing  upon  his  creatures  a  neceffity  of 
believing  things  contrary  ta  their  moft  improved  reaibtik 

Befides  that  it  can  hot  be  fuppofed,  that  even  men  of  ho- 
nefty  and  wifdom  would  be  the  authors  of  fuch  fort  of  books  i 
for  either  themfelves  believed  what  they  wrote,  or  they  did  not ;. 
if  they  did  not,  they  are  notorious  impoftora,  and  coniequently 
not  fit  to  be  in&liible  guides  in  matters  of  fuch  confequence 
as  our  everlafting  ftates  j  if  they  did,  they  were  evidently  per- 
fons  of  ijuch  (hallow  capacities^  and  fbolifh  credulity,  as  to 
deferve  rather  to  be  pitied,  than  made  our  directors  in  the  moft 
important  concerns  of  this  and  the  next  life.  Whichever 
way,  therefore,  we  take  it,  their  writings  muft  he  ApecryphaL 
This  obfervation  is  not  only  evidently  true,  but  of  the  greateft 
neceffity  in  the  bufinefs  we  are  now  about ;  for  it  is  certain^ 
that  a  very  great  number  of  the  Apocryphal  books  of  the  New 
Teftament  are  filled  with  the  mofl  idle  and  tri&ing  ftories,  the 
moft  ridiculous  and  extravagant  fodleries  imaginable*  The 
romantick  accounts  of  the  Virgin  Mary's  Nativity^  being  bred 
by  Angels^  and  fed  by  them  in  her  infancy^  («rV.  the  childifh  re- 
lations of  our  Saviour* s  infancy  and  education^  his  learning  the 
alphabet  J  his  feature  y  appearing  f^metimes  as  a  child,  fimetinu$ 
as  a  man^fometimes  fo  tall  that  his  head  would  reach  the  dbuds, 

the 
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A0  Ungth  ofhit  hair 9  heard,  8rc.  tbi  fpirifs  taking  him' up  t^ 
Mount  ThatoTy  by  one  of  bis  bairs^  &c.  the  fiUy  miracles  aU 
tdbuted  to  Ito  Apoftks,  wittv  all  thq  ridiculoas  circumftances 
tiuit  attead^d  tb^ic  ieveral  martyrdoms,  &c.  are  each,  with 
all  0&^r  ftari«8  lik^  th^m,  unqiieftionaUe  arguments  tf^ 
pr&ve  the  ^P9ks  which  contain  th^m  Apocryphal  >  and  to  he 
no  othcfy  than  either  the  works  of  die  weakeft  of  men,  who 
were  (badly  crrdidou&  of  every  report,  and  had  not  difcretion 
enough  to  diftinguiHi  between  f^nb  and  nonfenfe,  between 
that  wfaif^h  wsis  ciedible,  and  that  which  was  not  fo  y  or  elfe 
the  artful  contrivance  (^  fome,  who  were  more  2&ealous  than 
lioneft>  who  thought  by  tbefe  ftrange  ftories  to  gain  credit  to 
thck  new  religion^ 

PROP.    X. 

That  Book  is  Apocryphal,  in  v^ich  there  are  any  Sort  of 
Things  mentioned,  which  were  later  than  the  Time  in 
which  the  Author,  whofe  Name  it  bears,  lived. 

I  NEED  ijpeiid  no  time  in  the  proof  of  this  Propolition  ; 
it  bjfing  impoitble  for  JUiy  perfon  to  relate  hiftories,  or 
treat  eopq^riiing  cuftpms,  which  were  not  till  long  after  his 
time^  unlefe  we  fuppofe  them  either  endued  with  a  very  ex- 
traordinary fpirit  of  prophecy,  that  they  could  foreknow  all 
the  thing3,  periods,  and  cuftoms,  that  would  ar!{e  in  the 
world  after  their  deaths  or  elfe,  that  they  wrote  their  books 
from  the  other  world,  and  conveyed  them  by  Angels  to  this, 
world,  which,  I  confefs,  fome  have  fuppofed  to  be  fact,  as  to 
the  Letters  fent  by  Elijah,  aft^r  he  was  dead,  to  Jehoram  ; 
mentioned  2  Chron.  xxi.  z  2.  And  particularly  the  learned  Je- 
fuit  Eftius  fuppofes  not  only  the  matter  to  be  thus,  but  de- 
monfirates  from  hence  the  care  the  Saints  have  of  our  affairs, 
after  they  are  renfioved  from  us  to  the  other  world  **.  But, 
I  hope,  I  need  not  guard  againft  fuch  abfurdities;  and 
therefore  Ihall  take  no  more  pains  to  prove  the  Propofition,  but 
9nly  elucidate  it  in  a  few  inftances  ^  in  which  I  (hall  not  con< 

*  Annct.  in  loc.  di£icil.  Script,  in  i  Chron.  xxi.  12. 

fine 
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fine  myfelf  to  the  Apocryphal  pieces  of  the  New  Teftament> 
but  make  ufe  of  any  other  that  occur* 

1.  Some  books  mention  fa£b,  that  happened  a  long  while 
after  the  pretended  author's  death.  Thus,  for  inftanceS  the 
Gnftitutions  of  the  Jpojiles  do  the  controverly  about  the  Re- 
baptization  of  Hereticks,  which  arofe  not  till  the  third  den- 
tury. 

2.  Some  mention  perfons,  that  did  not  live  till  a  long  time 
after  the  pretended  author's  death.  So  die  book  under  the 
name  of  Hegeiippus,  concerning  the  Deftru£tion  of  Jeru&lem, 
mentions  Conftantine  and  Conftantlnople ;  whereas  this  could 
not  be  before  the  fourth  century,  and  Hegeiippus  lived  in  the 
fecond.  And  the  ^ejlions  and  Anfwers  under  Juftin  Mar* 
tyr's  name  mention  Irenaeus  and  Origen^,  who  both  lived 
after  his  time. 

3.  Rites  and  ceremonies  about  Baptifm,  Penance,  Failing, 
Celibacy,  Exorcifm,  &c.  are  in  the  pretended  Conflitutions 
of  the  Jpoftles\  which,  it  is  certain,  were  not  known  in  their 
time,  nor  till  long  afterwards. 

4.  Other  books  are  full  of  words  and  phrafes,  not  known 
till  long  after  their  fuppofed  author's  days.  Thus  the  words 
Clergy,  Laity,  Readers,  Subdeacons,  &c.  in  the  Canons 
of  the  Apojiles^  and  other  pieces  called  Apoftolical.  With 
the  new  opinions  and  controverfies  of  later  ages,  it  was 
impoiiible  but  many  new  words  (hould  be  coined,  which  be- 
coming very  common,  often  betray  the  Ipurioufhcfs  or  forgery 
of  a  book. 

«  Lib.  6.  c.  15.  J  Vid.  Quaeft.  8»,  86.  &  115. 
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CHAP.    XIL 

Tie  Stjk  of  a  Book  a  proper  Method  to  judge  of  it:  JCa%, 
tabgue  of  thi  various  Sorts  of  Stylos. 

PROP,    XI. 

That  Book  is  Spurious  and  Apocryphal,  the  Style  of  which 
is  different  from,  or  contrary  to,  the  Style  of  the  Author 
wfaofe  name  it  bears,  in  thofe  which  are  his  known  and 
undoubted  Writings* 

BY  this  Proportion  the  criticks  have  made  very  confider- 
able  difcQveries  in  later  ages,  not  only  among  EcclefiaC- 
tical,  but  prophane  authors ;  not  only  detecting  the  interpo^ 
lations  of  die  monks,  but  in  fixing  true  and  genuine  titles 
to  diofe  pieces,  which  before  went  under  falfe  and  feigned 
names*  Thus  Erafmus*,  Bellarmine^,  Sixtus  Senenfis^^  our 
learned  countryman  Cook^,  Rivet',  Dr.  Cave"*,  and  others, 
have  happily  contributed  their  parts  in  delivering  us  from 
reading  books  under  borrowed  titles ;  yea,  and  long  before 
their  time,  the  antient  writers  of  Chriftianity  were  fuccefsful 
in  difcovering  forgeries  by  the  fame  method.  Eufebius's 
works  will  fupply  us  with  many  inftances  to  this  purpofe. 

He  who  has  an  intent  to  deceive,  and  publifh  a  piece- of  his 
own  for  another's,  may  eafily.  counterfeit  his  name,  age, 
country,  opinions;  but  will  find  it  almofl  impof&ble  with 
any  exaftnefs  to  imitate  another's  flyle,  ForNas  every  man 
has  his  peculiar  air  in  moving,  fpeaking,  &:c.  as  every  man 
has  a  peculiar  turn  of  eye,  caft  of  countenance  and  comjdexion, 
and  many  odier  things  by  which  he  is  diftinguiihable  from  all 
others ;  fo  has  every  man  a  peculiar  way  of  thinking  and  ex- 
preffing  his  thoughts,  as  different  from  all  others  as  in  any 
of  the  other  inftances.    And  though  it  may  be  faid,  a  man 

'  In  many  of  his  editions  of  the  '   ^  Cerfura  quorundan   fcripto^ 

Fathers.  iiim. 
^  De  Scriptoribus  Eccleiiaftlcis.  ^  Critici  Sacri  fpedmen* 

4  BibliothecaSan6Va.  ^  Hiftoria  Litcraria. 

writes 
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writes  in  a  very  different  ftyle  at  different  times,  according  to 
the  different  fubjedh  he  has  to  mantige,  his  different  age,  his 
larger  attainments  by  ftudy,  the  different  tempers  in  which 
the  mind  h  at  the  times  of  writing,  &c.  yet  ftill  th^re  will 
be  more  or  lefs  of  the  old  natural  peculiarity  vifiUy  remaining, 
by  which  he  will  appear  to  be  the  fame,  and  not  another  who 
writes.  Juft  as  a  man,  though  he  change  his  country,  become 
advanced  in  years,  fometimes  fmiles,  fometimes  frowns,  ftiU 
has  the  fame  countenance,  the  (ame  fmile  or  frown,  which 
will  diftinguifli  him  fron^  all  the  reft  of  mankind.  Jerom^^ 
fays  Sixtus ",  writes  one  way  in  his  Epijiles^  another  way  in 
his  Controverjies  with  Ruffn^  another  way  in  his  Commentaries  ; 
cne  way  when  he  was  youngs  and  his  mind  warm  with  the  ex^ 
ercifes  of  rhetor ick  ;  another  way  when  he  was  oldj  writing  on 
more  ferious  JubjeSfs :  yet  he  always  writes  foy  that  you  may  know 
him  to  be  the  fame  Jerome  Jiill^  as  a  man  knows  his  friend 
tender  all  the  various  eajts  and  turns  of  his  countenance.  So 
likewife  in  every  writer  there  will  always  be  a  peculiar  way 
ef  fetting  his  thoughts  together,  contexture  of  the  difcourle, 
method  of  handling  his-fubjeft,  'and  fomething  diftinguifliing, 
which  I  can  no  more  defcribe,  than  that  in  a  man's  fiice, 
iiriiich  makes  him  different  from  all  the  world.  The  mildnefs 
or  haftincfs  of  his  temper,  the  ferioufnefs  or  levity,  the  dul- 
nefs  or  brifknefs,  the  length  or  (hortnefs,  or  fome  marks  or 
other  will  ftill  appear.  This  St.  Auftin  elegantly  expreffes  of 
cne  of  Cyprian's  Epiftles,  which  he  proved  genuine  by  it's 
ftyle  thus.  His  fiyle  has  a  certain  peculiar  face^  by  which  it 
may  be  known  **. 

After  all,  I  cohfefs;  a  perfon  may  be  eafily  deceived  in  this 
matter ;  and  therefore  there  is  need  of  the  greateft  care,  and 
long  and  intimate  acquaintance  with  the  authors,  of  whom  we 
thus  judge  :  it  being  certain,  that  the  ftyle  will  ftill  be  more 
eafily  difcerned  by  us,  in  proportion  as  we  have  read  the  book« 
I  have  therefore,  for  the  reader's  affiftance  (if  it  will  be  any 
to  him)  coUefted,  according  to  the  beft  of  my  capacity,  the 

*  Biblioth.  {an£(.  1. 4..  in  fine.  pnarn  faciem,  qua  poilit  agnofci. 

^  Stylus  ejus habetquandam pro-     Epiil,  ad  Vincent.  §•39. 
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▼arious  ftyles  diat  I  hare  obferved  in  reading,  and  placed 
diem  in  the  following  ca^ogue*  He  who  would  ftudy  the 
point  &rther>  may  read  to  good  purpofe  what  Tully  and 
Quintilian  have  wrote  on  this  fubje& 

J  Catalogue  of  the  various  Styles  of  Authors. 

THE  Plain  or  Simple  Style ;  u  e.  (iich  as  is  levelled  to 
die  capacity  of  moft  men,  having  the  thoughts  ranged  in 
fuch  order,  and  exprefied  in  fuch  words,  as  that  moft  men 
vfS[  with  eaie  underftand  them.  It  may  be  called  the  Eafy 
or  Clear  Stykj  and  is  very  remarkable  in  the  hiftorical  books 
of  the  Old  and  New  Teibment. 

2.  The  AjfeSledy  or  Rhetorical  StyU^  oppofite  to  the  for- 
mer, viz*  That  which  is  laboured  and  abounds  with  words  of 
uncommon  ufe,  and  placed  differently  from  the  common  way 
offpeech;  what  the  Latins  call  Oratio  luxuriane^  Voces  fo^ 
noray  Pompa  &  Lepor  Ferhorum*  This,  St.  Paul  iays,  he 
avoided,  i  Cor.  ii.  i,  4.  calling  it  excellency  of  Jpeechy  and 
tnticing  words  of  matins  wifdonu 

3.  The  Perplexed  and  Involved  StyUj  having  the  thoughts 
placed  in  fo  uncommbn  an  order,  that  it  will  require  conii- 
derable  pains  to  conned  them ;  different  from  the  former,  in 
that  it  may  be  in  very  common  and  intelligible  vrords,  and 
alfo  natural  without  affection*  This  was  the  ftyle  of  Tacitus 
and  TertuUian  among  the  antients,  and  Mr.  S^lden  among 
the  modems. 

4*  The  Rufliciy  or  Homely  StyUj  i.  e.  fuch  as  is  below 
the  common  ftandard  of  the  country,  or  what  we  call  in 
Datin  Barbarous.  This  more  refpe£b  the  words  than  the 
thoughts,  and  is  the  flyle  of  the  Latin  Vulgate  Bible,  and 
many  of  die  Latin  tranflations  of  the  Greek  Fathers. 

5.  The  Strong  pr  Nervous  Style ^  u  e.  fuch  in  which  there 
are  the  moft  juft  reafonings .  exprefled  in  the  moft  cogent 
words,  or  fuch  words  as  powerfully  and  fully  convey  all  the 
ideas  the  author  bad.  Such  was  certainly  the  ftyle  of  St. 
Paul  and  Juftin  Martyr  among  the  antients,  and  Archbiihop 

Tillotfen  and  Mr.  Locke  among  the  moderns. 

6.  The 
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6.  The  Languidy  or  Weak  Style^  the  dppofite  of  the  for- 
sner,  which  does  but  faintly  or  in  part  convey  the  ideas  of  the 
Buthor,  or  whofe  reafonings  are  fcarce  conclufive.  I  need  not 
produce  inftances  of  this  fort* 

7.  The  Sublime  Style^  u  e.  fuch  as  leads  the  reader  into 
un€oniiRon  fpeculations  about. divine  things.  This  may 
fully  coincide  with  the  Simple^  as  to  the  expreffion,  but  muft 
in  fbme  meafure  dilFer  from  it  as  to  the  thoughts,  being 
uncommon,  and  fuch  as  will  require  pains  to  take  in ;  fuch 
is  the  ftyle  of  Ifaiah's  Prophecy,  in  refped  of  the  book  of 
Efther  or  Ruth.  ,  , 

8»  The  Myjlical  or  Typical  Style^  u  e.  fuch  as  makes  ufe  of 
former  events  to  prove  any  point  This  was  the  ftyle  mudi 
in  ufe  among  the  Jews  in  our  Saviour's  time,  and  was  a  ftyle 
much  aiFefted  and  reputed  by  their  learned  men,  and  accord-* 
ingly  taught  in  their  fchools.  Hence  they  had  their  Doctors, 
whom  they  called  n3»3tt;m  and  wrm  *^y3,  whofe  bufinefs  it 
was  to  find  out  myftical  and  allegorical  fenfes  of  Scripture; 
and  theiri^^nnn  *n3,  i.e.  the  fchools  where  this  fort  of  learn- 
ing was  taught  P.  Hence  perhaps  we  may  account  for  there 
being  fo  much  of  this  ftyle  in  St.  Paul's  writings,  he  having 
had  his  education  in  the  Jewifh  academy  at  Jerufakm*  This 
ftyle  is  principally  vifible  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  and 
the  fourth  chapter  of  his  Epiftle  to  the  Galatians;  and  it  is 
remarkable,  that  thofe  two  Epiftles,  above  the  reft  which  he 
wrote,  concerned'  the  Jewifh  converts*  This  ftyle  is  alfo 
very  much  ufed  in  the  Talmud,  in  Irenxus,  Tertullian,  and 
moft  of  the  firft  Chriftian  writers,  jcfpecially  Origen.  I.wifh 
thofe  who  are  fo  fond  of  this  ftyle,  were  able  to  give  as 
good  reafon  for  their  ufin^  it,  as  St.  Paul  could.  ^ 

9.  The  Parabolical  Style^  i.  e.  fuch  as  abounds  with  pa- 
rables and  iimilitudes,  as  our  Saviour's  difcourfes  in  the 
Gofpels. 

p  Vid.  Fuller.  Mifcell.  Sacr.  1.  3.  cited,  think  St.  Paul  meant  thefc 

c-7.     Seal.  Elencb.  Trihaer.  c.  II,  Doilors  by  the  word    SyfijrijTif, 

Camero  in  Myrothec.  'ad  i  Cor.  i.  x  Cor,  i.  20. 
%Q,    Thof^  authors,  in  th^  places 

10,  The 
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io«  The  Theatrical  Styky  u  e.  fuch  in  vMch  there  are 
bequent  interlocutions,,  or  dialogues.  Of  this  there  are  aumy 
examples  in  St  Paul's  writings,  and  more  common  and  evi- 
dent ones  in  Solooion's,  efpecially  in  his  Ecdefiaftes.  Under 
this  may  be  included  the  ftyle  in  which  there  are  many  Pro- 
fppopceiae  9  u  e.  when  inanimate  things  are  introduced  in  the 
diicourfe,  and  addrefled  to  as  perfons :  This  is  frequent  in 
Mofes  %  David  %  and  the  Prophets '. 

11.  The  Humorous  Style^  Le.  fuch  as  abounds  either  with 
what  they  call  wit,  or  what  is  an  alFedation  of  it,  though 
quite  different  from  it,  viz.  puns  and  jingles  of  words. 
Many  of  our  prafiical  writers  of  divinity  in  the  laft  age 
dealt  much  in  the  latter  of  thefe,  as  too  many  of  our  beft  wri* 
ters  on  the  lame  fubjefl  havd  of  late  in  the  former :  botl^  of 
thefe  may  juftly  be  fiud,  ludert  cumfacris. 

12.  The  Interrogatory  Style^  i.  e.  fuch  in  which  are  fre* 
quent  addrefles  in  the  fecond  perfon ;  of  which  there  are 
fome  examples  in  St.  Paul's  Epiftles  ^,  and  many  in  our 
warm  writers  of  pradical  divinity. 

13.  The  Style  in  which  are  many  Repetitions:  this  is 
very  remarkable  in  St  John^ 

14.  The  Style  in  which  are  many  Proverbs  or  Apophthegms 
recited.  Thofe  who  are  acquainted  with  the  Jewilh  books, 
will  know  there  is  much  more  of  this  in  our  Saviour's  ftyle, 
than  is  commonly  imagined  ^ 

15.  The  Style  which  abounds  with  ParenthefeSy  i.  e.  breaks 

off  die  fentence  with  the  interjection  of  other  things,  that  do 

not  properly  belong  to  the  argument,  for  its  farther  illuftra- 

tion:    this  is  very  common  in  St.  Paul  ^,   and  among  later 

waiters  in  Mr.  Selden  and  Dr.  Owen. 

15.  The  Conci/e  or  Sententious  Style  ^  fuch  as  Solomon's 

Proverbs. 


^  See  Deut.  iv.  26.    xxx.   19.  io.  ii.  9,  lOy  ix.  and  v.  xiy  is» 

3czxii.  X.  14.. 

'  Pial.xix.  ji   Ixy.  i3.   Ixxvii.  *  See  Grotius  and'Hainmond'» 

16.  xcvi.  II,  12.  xcviii.  8.  cxiv.  $•  Annotations^    and  Mr.  Le  Clerc*8 

'  Ifai.  t.  2.  Paraphrafeonthe  Gofpeh. 
^  See  Rom.viii.  31,  &c.  iCor.ix.  y  £ph,  ii,  1—6. 

?  Jotvviii.  2i>  24..  I  Joh.  i.  %, 


x6.  The 


16.  The  PrdiM  Style^  which  is  too  comoioti  to  need  the 
producing  any  inftances.  Under  diis  I  mclud<^  Act  ofil^ 
length  of  periods,  but  mtiltiplying  of  words. 

1 7.  The  Conne^ed,  ox  Cohinni  StyUy  whUb  regards  the 
Sinfe^  and  is  Gommoniy  the  ftyle  of  mathematiciati^i  ftfid  aR 
good  reafoners :  i.  e.  fuch  in  wbiph  a  fentence  depends  dpoii 
the  former^  as  the  links  of  a  chain^  and  in  which  nothing  can 
be  left  out  without  fpoiling  the  whole  arguments 

18.  The  ConneSiidy  or  Coherent  StyU^  wbkh  reffe^t  the 
Words ^  and  indeed  in  fome  fettfe  (thou^  v6ry  different  frortk 
the  former)  the  Thoughts  i  u  e.  fuch  in  which  the  kft 
titought  of  the  preceding  fentence  gives  oceafion  to  the 
ftoughts  of  the  enfuing  fentence^  and  fo  the  laft  word  of  die 
preceding  period  is  the  firft  of  the  next,  and  fo  on.  This 
fiyle  can  feldom  be  ufed  in  arguing ;  ft  is  very  evident  in  the 
firft  Epiftle  of  St.  Peter,  and  the  firft  chapter  of  St.  Patul's 
Epiftle.to  the  CoIoiEans. 

19.  The  Loofe  or  Rambling  Style  i&  too  well  knowik 
Left  it  (hould  be  thought^  that  this  and  the  fetenteemfa  cotn- 
cide  with  the  fifth  and  fixth,  viz.  the  Nervous  and  the  Lan-- 
guid'i  I  obferve,  that  every  coherent  Style  is  not  iiervoft^ 
nor  every  languid  Style  incoherent. 

20.  The  Efficacious  or  Powerful  Style^  peculi^  to  the 
Scriptures ;  i.  e.  the  inward  efficacy  and  power  whidi  is  in 
them  to  reach  and  imprefs  the  confciences  of  ftupid  finners. 
By  this  I  mean  fomewha^  different  from  ^ny  yet  mentioned, 
and  no  other  than  what  thefe  books  claim  for  themfelves^ 
and  are  experienced  to  have,  by  thofe  who  have  felt  the 
power  of  religion  on  their  hearts.  And  though  I  own  this 
Style  is  not  of  itfelf  vifible  till  the  Spirit  and  Grace  of  Gbd 
make  it  fo,  and  confequently  cannot  (according  to  my  Pro- 
pofition)  be  made  ufe  of  to  determine  certainly  concerning 
any  author,  as  the  others  may,  yet  I  mention  it  for  the  fake 
of  thofe  who  allow, 

I.  That  they  have  a  greater  aptnefs  and  tendency  to  im- 
prefs  men's  minds,  according  to  their  intention,  tiian  any 
other  books  have. 

^.  That 
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2«  That  as  David  fxp  %  The  Law  $ftbe  Lord  is  ferfeify 
tmvirting  tie  Jiul^  &c»  or,  as  Paul  expre&s  tt%  That  tbt 
Word  of  God  is  quick  and  powerftj^  andjharper  than  any  ttvo-^ 
idgedjwordi  fiereing  evm  to  the  dividing  afunder  of  foul  and 
Jpiritj  and  ofthf  pints  and  ma  f  row ;  end  is  a  difcerner  oftho 
ibottghtsand  intents  of  the  heart* 
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CHAP.   xiir. 

Several  Pr^pofkiom  whereby  the  Spurioi^nefs  of  a  Book  may  bo 

.  dijcovered* 

PROP.    XII. 

That  Book  is  Spurious  and  Apocryphal,  ^ofe  Idiom  and 
Dialect  is  different  from  the  known  Idiom  or  Diale£l  of  the 
Author  whofe  Name  if  bears,  or  the  Country  where  he 
fired. 

TH  E  idiom  or  diale£t  of  a  language  is  fomewhat  very 
different  from  the  ftyle  of  a  writer,  inafmuch  as  all  Ian* 
guages  are  fufceptible  of  all  forts  of  flyles  %  the  idiom  of  a  lan- 
guage being  what  is  convnon  to  a  whole  country,  and  dif« 
fering  from  others  only  by  fome  accidents  \  but  the  ftyle  of 
a  writer  is  fomewhat  that  is  peculiar  to  himfelf,  arifing  only 
from  the  vaft  and  inexpreifible  variety  of  nature  and  confti- 
tution.  Thus  this  Propofition  ditfers  from  the  foregoing, 
but  is  proved  by  the  fame  fort  of  medium,  viz.  that  as  each 
particular  perfon  has  one  ftyle,  which  another  cannot  imitate  ; 
fb  each  country,  or  the  language  of  each  country,  has  its 
own  idiom  or  peculiarities,'  which  thofe  of  another  country 
can  fcarcely  imitate  to  that  perfection,  but  that  the  difference 
will  be  difcernible*  I  confefs,  indeed,  it  feems  to  me  a  more 
eafy  matter  to  imitate  a  diale<ft,  than  a  ftyle  j  yet  notwith- 
ftanding  this,  the  criticks  in  languages  know  well,  there  is 

'  Pfal.  xix.  7,  8.  ■  Heb.  Iv.  12, 

Vol.  I.    '  G  fomething 


8z  PYopofitions  difcoverirtg  the  "  *ART  I» 

fomething  in  the  genius  of  them,  which  is  inimitable  by  thofc 
of  other  countries ;  fome  words,  fome  phrafes,  or  difpofition 
of  words,  which  are  never  perfeftly  learnt.  Befides,  as  a 
writer  cannot  fully  imitate  the  phrafeology  of  another  coun- 
try, fo  neither  can  he  avoid  the  peculiarities  of  his  own, 
though  he  be  fuppofed  to  write  in  another  language :  thefe 
are  what  he  has  from  his  infancy  been  habituated  and  accuf- 
too^ed  to,  and  become  almoft  as  liatural  to  him  as  his  own  air 
and  ftyle.  Hence  Peter  was  difcovered  to  be  a  Galilean  at 
Jerufalem  (Matt.  xxvi.  73.),  though  the  language  of  the  Jews 
and  Gahleans  was  very  little  different:  juft  as  an  inhabitant 
of  the  Southern  parts  of  England  would  immediately  difcover 
one  of  its  Northern  inhabitants,  not  by  his  words  and  tone 
only,  but  his  dialed^.  Hence  it  feems  not  difficult,  for  in* 
fiance,  to  diftinguifh  between  the  Latin  wrote  by  an  Englifh- 
man,  and  that  wrote  by  a  Roman  in  Auguftus's  time.  And 
it  would,  I  believe,  be  impoflible  for  a  perfon  now  in  any 
nation,  to  impofe  a  book  of  his  own  writing  under  the  name 
of  any  Roman  writer,  without  being  immediately  det^Stcd. 
So  certain  it  is,  that  each  nation  has  its  peculiar  idiom  and 
diale£t ;  which  may  be  yet  farther  confirmed  by  the  known  re- 
mark made  by  all  who  are  acquaintedi  with  languages,  viz. 
that  it  is  exceeding  hard  to  do  jujitce  to  ah  author^  when  he  is 
tranjlated  into  another  language  j  the  tpnflator  finding  himfelf 
perpetually  at  a  lofs  either  for  words  or  phrafes,  or  both,  fully 
and  exa£t}y  to  exprefs  the  author's  ideas. 

The  rule^  therefore  laid  down,  muft  be  of  great  fervice  to 
us,  in  detecting  the  fpurioufnefs  or  forgery  of  a  book,  the  im- 
pofturc  commonly  (hewing  itfelf  either  in  fome  words  or 
phrafes  not  known  in  the  country,  where  the  pretended  au- 
thor lived,  but  peculiar  to  another  5  or  elfe  in  an  unnatural 
refemblance  and  aflTedtation  of  a  dialed^  he  was  not  fufficiently 
acquainted  with.  Inftances  of  this  we  may  perhaps  meet  with 
hereafter;,  yet  I  cannot  but  add  one  'remark  here  concerning 
the  dialeft  of  moft  of  the  writings  of  the  New  Teflament, 
becaufc  it  will  be  a  very  demonftrative  evidence  of  the  mighty 
power  and  force  there  is  ii>  the  genius  or  nature  of  a  language 
to  ibe    itfelf:  the  remark  I  mean  is  concerning  the  Hebraifms 

of 
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rfthe  Niw  TeftamenU  It  is  agreed  on  all  hands,  that  moft 
of  thoTe  books  were  originally  written  in  Greek ;  but  no  one 
can  be  ignorant,  how  different  the  Greek  is  from  that  which 
was  conunonly  fpoke  and  wrote  in  the  world  at  that  time; 
(o  different  in  its  idiom  and  phrafeology,  that  it  muft  needs 
have  puzzled  the  moft  celebrated  linguifts  of  Athens  to  have 
conftrued  the  phrafes,  if  they  had  underftood  all  the  words. 
The  truth  is,  the  books  were  written  by  men  who  were  born 
in  Judaea,  who  h^d  converfed  in  the  Jewifh,  i.  e.  the  Syriack, 
language  from  their  childhood,  and  fo  had  the  idioms  and  pe- 
culiarities of  it  become  perfe£^ly  natural  to  them ;  and  hence» 
though  they  made  ufe  of  Greek  words,  they  conceiving  after 
their  former  manner,  placed  their  words  after  their  wonted 
manner;  i.e.  in  the  Hebrew  or  Syriack  dialedt.  Such 
is  the  language  of  moft  of  the  New  Teflament,  of  which, 
if  it  were  neceflary,  it  were  eafy  to  produce  an  hundred  in- 
ftances ;  which  plainly  fhews  how  great  the  force  of  a  perfon's 
natural  language  is,  and  how  difficult  it  is  to  conceal  it,  even 
when  he  makes  ufe  of  the  words  of  another.  And  I  dare  ven- 
ture to  iay,  that  the  idioms  of  Latin  or  Greek  would  be  as 
likely  to  ihew  themfelves,  as  thofe  of  Hebrew ;  or  that  any 
Gentile  writers  would  find  it  as  difficult  to  avoid  the  idioms 
of  their  own  country  language,  and  imitate  thofe  of  Palaeftine, 
as  the  Jews  did  to  avoid  ^theirs,  and  imitate  thofe  of  .other 
countries.  I  conclude  therefore,  that  the  idiom  of  the  Ian- 
guage  of  any  book  is  a  very  likely  means  to  judge  of  its  ge- 
nuinenefs  ;  and  if  it  be  proved  contrary  to  the  known  idiom 
of  the  people  among  whom  Its  pretended  author  lived,  that  it 
is  to  be  looked  upon  for  that  reafon  as  fpurious  and  Apo- 
cryphal. 

PROP.    XIII. 

That  Book  is  Spurious  and  Apocryphal,  which  evidences  a 
Difpofition  or  Temper  of  Mind  in  its  Author,  different 
from  the  known  Temper  and  Difpofition  of  the  Author, 
whofe  Name  it  bears. 

THE  truth  of  this  Propofition  depends  upon  thefe  two 
known  obfervations,  viz.  That  there  is  a  great  variety  in 

G  2  the 
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the  tempers  of  men's  minds,  and  that  it  is  next  to  impoflibfc 
for  a  perfon  ib  to  conceal  and  difguife  himfelf,  but  that  Ms  na- 
tural temper  will  be  more  or  lefs  vifibic  :  the  pride  or  humi- 
lity, the  warmth  or  coolnefs,  the  duUnefs  or  bri'/knefs,  the 
courage  or  cowardice  of  the  foul,  and  many  pther  fuch,  arie 
qualities  fo  natural  to  it,  fo  predominant  ,in  it,  that  a  man 
may  as  eafily  alter  the  caft  of  his  complexion,  or 'fliape  of  his 
body,  as  fo  alter  them  that  they  (hall  become  indifcerniblc. 
David  could  not  write,  but  he  evidenced  his  liumility :  nor 
Cicero,  but  he  evidenced  his  pride.  St.  Paul  could  not  write 
without  fliewing  the  paflionate  vigour  and  warmth  of  his 
natural  temper ;  nor  St.  John  v^ithout  fhewing  the  fedatenefs 
and  mildnefs  of  his.  I  need  not  produce  inftances  in  a  cafe  fo 
evident;  I  only  would  obferve,  that  of  all  tlie  tempers  of  the 
mind,  none  are  more  predominant,  and  more  likely  to  fhew 
tbemfelves  in  writing,  than  the  proud  or  modeft,  the  paflion- 
ate and  warm,  or  the  cold  and  dull. 

PROP.    XIV. 

That  Book  rs  Apocryphal,  which  for  the  ttioSk^ptvi  istran- 

fcr ibed  or  ft oten '  ou4  jof  another. 

NOTHING  can  be  more  evident  than  this.  Every  book, 
which  is  fiippofed  Canonical,  is  at  the  fame  time  iiippofed 
infpired,  or  to  be  wrote  under  the  conduft  and  influences  of 
the  Divine  Spiftt;  but  to  be  a  plagiary,  and  under  the  con- 
duct of  infpiration,  is  manifeftly  inconfiftent.  To  fuppofe  the 
Holy  Spirit  to  aflift  one  perfon  in  firft  writing,  and  then  an- 
other perfon  in  tranfcribing  or  ftealing  out  of  that  writing,  is 
to  fuppofe  what  is  apparently  abfurd  and  impious.  It  is  ab- 
furd,  becaufe  it  is  making  infpiration  neceflary,  where  nothing 
was  lefs  fo,  every  one  having  natural  powers  fufficient  to 
tranfcribe  a  book,  without  any  extraordinary  affiftance ;  and 
indeed,  the  little  neceifity  there  is  for 'Infpiration  in  fuch  a 
cafe,  is  no  weak  argument  to  prove  there  was  no"  infpiration 
at  all.  Farther,  as  the  fuppolition  is  abfurd  in  itfelf,  fo  it  is 
impious  and  prophane,  viz.  to  make  the  Holy  Spirit  concur 

to 
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to  the  produiStion  of  a  mere  cheat  and  impofture ;  for  fuch 
cejEtaiol^  is  evepy  book)  that  is  compofed  out  of  another's 
works^  without  any  intimation  that  it  is  fo.  Nor  will  the 
gottbds  o[  the  plagiary's  deiign  at  all  alter  the  cafe ;  for 
whatever  merit  men  may  imagine  in  fuch  pious  frauds,  I  hope 
lume  wOl  think  God  himfelf  fp  pleafed  with  them,  as  to  be 
the  immediate  author  of  them. 

I  am  very  well  aware  it  may  be  here  urged,  that  twq 
of  the  hooks  now  received  into  the  Canon^  feem  to  be  taken  out  of^ 
or  tranfcribed  fromy  tujoofthe  others  i  viz.  The  Gofpel  of 
St.  Mark  out  of  that  of  St.  Matthew,  and  the  Epiftle  of  Jude 
out  of  that  of  St.  Peter. 

The  pbje£lion  is  indeed  fpecious ;  to  which  I  now  anfwer 
oii]j>  that  as  to  the  common  opinion  of  St.  Mark's  being  an 
epitome  of  St.  Matthew,  I  have  elfewhere  ^  largely  difproved 
it,  and  am  fo  vain  as  to  think,  the  arguments  I  have  there 
formed  againft  it  maybe  fufficient  to  convince  any  one  of  the 
falfehood  of  it.  As  to  Jude's  Epiftle  being  an  epitome  of  the 
fecond  Epiftle  of  St.  Peter,  I  fhall  defer  the  confideration  of 
it  to  a  more  convenient  place  here^er. 


CHAP.    XIV, 

The  Syriack  Verjkn  fr^pofed  as  a  good  Medns  to  determine  the 
Canon  of  the  New  Tejiament.  An  Hijlorical  Account  of  the 
Verjion. 

PROP.    XV. 

The  Tranljation  of  the  Books  of  the  New  Teftament  in 
Syriack  is  of  very  confiderable  Service  in  determining  and 
fiidi^  the  Canon  of  thofe  Books. 

THE  truth  of  this  PropoHtion  depends  upon  the  antiquity 
of  the  Verfion  5   for  if  the  moft  antient  Chriftians  are 
tQ  be  judges,  and  their  teftimony  is  to  determine  in  this  mat- 

*>  See  my  Vindication  of  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel  againft  Mr.  Whlfton* 
Chap,  vt—x. 

G  3  ter 
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ter  (as  has  been  proved,  Prop  III. ),  their  judgment  can  no  way 
be  more  evident,,  than  in  the  collection  or  choice  which  they 
made  of  books  to  be  tranflated  into  their  own  language ;  and 
if  fuch  colledion  of  books  was  made  by  the  Eaftern  churches 
In  the  time,  or  at  leaft  near  the  time  of  the  Apoftles,  it  muft: 
confequently  be  of  great  weight  in  deciding  this  matter*  That 
therefore  which  is  incumbent  on  me,  in  order  to  eftablifh 
this  new  Propofition,  is  to  Ihew,  that  the  Syriack  Verjion 
of  the  New  Tejiament  was  made  in  or  near  the  Apoftles*  times* 
And  in  this  matter  I  {hall  think  it  worth  while  to  be  fome- 
what  particular  and  large,  not  only  becaufe  the  proof  of  this 
will  be  of  fuch  prodigious  fervice  to  our  prefent  purpofe,  and 
to  many  other  valuable  ends ;  but  hereby  hoping  withal  to  do 
fomewhat  towards  reviving  the  credit  of  this  moft  antient 
monument  of  Chriftianity,  and  influencing  fome  at  leaft  to 
learn  the  language  of  this  Verfion,  which  is  both  foufefiil  and 
fo  cafily  learnt. 

In  my  Vindication  of  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel,  I  have  at- 
tempted fomething  of  this  fame  fort  j  but  as  that  happened  to 
be  in  the  laft  fheet  of  the  book,  the  inconveniency  of  the 
prefs  obliged  me  to  contract  my  thoughts ;  for  which  reafonj 
as  well  as  for  the  fake  of  thofe  who  have  not  feen  that  book, 
I  fhall  not  judge  it  amifs  to  make  ufe  of  any  thing  which  1 
have  there  faid,  adding  any  difcoveries  1  have  fmce  made  on 
the  fubje6):.     In  managing  of  which  I  will  produce, 

1.  All  that  ishiftorical  concerning  ft. 

2.  The  judgments  of  learned  men  about  it. 

3.  Some  arguments  by  which  the  antiquity  of  the  Verfion 
will  be  eftabliflied. 

I.  As  to  the  hiftory  of  this  Verfion.  It  is  a  conftantand  an- 
tient tradition  among  the  Syrians,  that  it  was  made  by  Saint 
Mark.  This  account  we  have  from  Poftellus,  who  tra- 
velled into  the  Eaftern  parts  of  the  world,  in  order  to  inform 
himfelf  ofall  that  he  could  among  them,  who  declares,  that 
the  Syrians  delivered  it  to  him  as  an  antient  tradition,  that 
St.  Mark  tranflated  his  own  Gofpelj  and  the  reji  of  the  hooks 
of  the  New  Tefament^  into  his  own  counirfs  \i.  e.  the  Galilean 

or 
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#r  Sjriack]  language^.   The  firft  time  the  Europeans  became 
acquainted  with  this  Verfion,  was  in  the  year  of  Chrift  1562, 
on  this  occafion :    Ignatius,  a  Patriarch  of  A ndoch,  hearing 
of  the  advantages  of  printing,  fent  a  certain  prieft  of  Mefopo- 
tamia,  called  Mofes  Meridinxus,  into  Europe  with  a  copy 
of  the  Syriack  Tefiamfent,  to  be  printed  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Chriftian^  in  diofe  Eaftern  parts  of  the  world ;  who,  failing 
in  the  execution  of  his  defign  both  at  Rome  and  at  Venice,  at 
length  fortunately  met  with  Albertus  Widmanftadius  in  Ger- 
many, who  with  die  encouragement  and  ailiftance  of  the  then 
Emperor  Ferdinand,  caufed  it  to  be  printed  in  Syriack  cha- 
raders  \    In  this  edition  were  wanting,  thefecond  Epijile  of 
Peter^  the  fecond  and  third  Eptflles  of  John^  the  Epijile  of 
Jude^  and  the  Revelation.     After  this  edition  of  Widmanfta- 
dius at  Vienna,  feveral  others  were  foon  publiflied  by  Tre- 
mellius,  Guido  Fabritius  (who  had  the  advantage  of  an  antient 
manufcript,  which  the  aforementioned  Poftellus  procured  in 
his  travels  in  the  Levant  country),  Troftius,  and  others.    All 
diefe  were  publifhed  without  the  four  mentioned  Catholick 
Epiftles,  and  the  Revelation ;    though  thefe  have  been  fince 
added  in  the  later  editions  of  the  French  and  Englifh  PoIy«- 
glotts,  and  thofe  of  Gutbirius  and  Schaaf,  for  which  the 
world  is  obliged  to  Mr.  Pocock  of  Oxford,  and  the  learned 
De  Dieu;  the  former  of  which  firft  publifhed  the  four  Epiftles 
out  of  an  antient  manufcript,  that  lay  concealed  in  the  Bodleian 
at  Oxford,  and  the  latter  the  Revelation,  out  of  a  manufcript 
of  Scaliger^s  in  the  library  at  Leyden.    This  is  all  I  know  re- 
lating to  the  hiftory  of  this  Verfion ;  except  that-  I  have 
fomewhere  read,  that  fome  of  the  Syrians  aicribe  this  Verfion 
to  Thaddaeus,  one  of  the  Apoftles,  as  its  author,  who  com- 
pofed  it  for  Abgarus,  king  of  Edefia;  and  that  there  are  fe- 
veral manufcripts  of  the  whole,  or  fome  parts  of  the  tranflation 
now  in  Europe ;  viz.  two  in  the  Duke  of  Florence's  library, 
one  of  which  is  ^bpve  a  tboufand  years  old,  the  other  not 
much  lefs ;  three  in  the  French  King's  not  very  old,  one  of 

«  Guid.Pabrit.  Prxfat.  in  Syr.  ^  See  the  Prefaces  of  the  feveral 

TeE  editions,  efpeclally  that  ot  Schaaf's . 
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which  Gutbirius  had  from  Conftantine.  FEfnpereufi  tiiat  o^ 
Poftdlus,  and  thofe  above^rmentioned  ^ 

2.  I  propoied  in  the  next  pbce  to  ihew«  wbai  the  judgment 
and  opinion  of  learned  men  coneerning  the  antiquity  tfibis  Ver^ 
fion  has  been.  And  though  I  never  thought  numbers  soy 
evidence  of  truth,  y^  they  certainly  are  of  appe^mnce  of 
truth ;  and  it  muft  needs  be  very  uiuieafonable  to  fuppofe  a 
great  number  of  difinterefted  perfons  of  fenfe  and  learning 
would  receive  that  for  tr,uth9  which  at  leaft  had  not  (bme 
plaufible  reafons  to  fupport  it ;  fuch  certainly  is  the  cafe  in 
refped  of  this  tranflation* 

The  firft  I  produce  is  Treinellius,  who  publlfhed  it  and 
tranflated  k  into  Latim  ^  By  whom,*'  fays  he,  ^  or  by  what 
^^  authors,  or  what  time  the  Syriack  Verfion  was  made  out 
^  of  its  original  Greek,  we  are  not  yet  able  pofitively  to  de* 
*'  tenntne»  any  more  than  concerning  die  authors  who  made 
^'  the  Greek  Verfion  of  the  Old  Teftament,  and  the  old  Latin 
^^  Vulgate ;  But  itfeems  every  way  prebable^  that  it  was  modi 
**  in  the  very  infancy  of  the  Church  ef  Chrifl^  either  by  the 
*'  Apofiles  tbemfehes  or  their  difciples }  unlefs  we  will  imagine 
<<  them  in  their  writings  to  have  had  a  concern  only  for  th^ 
'<  Churches  of  foreign  nations,  and  nono  for  thofe  of  their 
*'  own  country  ^/' 

Our  learned  Mr.  Fuller  >  calls  it,  mofi  antienty  a  very  exceU 
lent  and  truly  divine  monument  of  Chrijiianity^ 

Alftcd\  *<  The  Syriad  Verfton  of  the  Nevf  Teftament  is  t4 
**  be  attributed  to  the  Church  of  Antioch^  while  yet  in  its  /«- 
^  fancy y  and  to  thofe  in  that  city  t^ho  werefrft  called  Chrifliansi 
^  and  though  the  author  of  it  be  not  certainly  knpwn,  yet  it 
<«  is  very  likely  it  was  made  either  by  fome  Ap»JlleSy  or  their 
^  difciples^ 

Jacobus  Martini,  in  bis  Preface  to  Troftius's  editbn^, 
«  It  is  a  Verfion,  but  the  firft  and  moft  antient  ofalt^it  is  a 
♦*  Verfion  preferable  to  all  others^  it  is  a  Verfion  made  either 

«  Simon.  Critic.  Hift.  of  the  New  *  Praecognit.  Theolog.  lib.  i.  c. 

Teft.  Par.  ».  c.  14..  113- 

f  Praefat .  in  Verf.  Syr,  *  gee  more  of  this  in  that  IPrehctn 
s  Mifcel.  Sacr.  lib.  3,  c.  29* 

^^  by 
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^^  by  one  of  the  Evangelijtsy  or  by  fime  of  the  Chriftant  at 
<<  Antiocb^  who  had  the  opportunity  of  confulting  with  the 
«  Apoftles  there." 

Frederick  Spanheim  the  father^  had  the  lame  opinon  of  its 
^uidquity. 

Bilhop  Waltdfi  has  attempted  to  prove  it  was  made  in  the; 
ApofUes'  'time  ^ 

Frederick  Spanheim  the  fon",  in  his  Ecclefiaftical  Hiftory, 
^Uh^  this  Verjiqn  in  thefecond  century  after  Chrijl ;  aflenting 
to  the  agreed  opinion  pf  learned  men,  that  it  was  made  very 
near  the  Apoftles'  time. 

Father  Simon  no  where  conti^dids  the  above-mentioned 
opinionSf  but  allows  its  claim  to  the  greateft  antiquity  juft; 
and  well  obferves,  that  / /  preceded  all  thofe  fchtfnuy  which  af^ 
terwards  divided  the  Eqftern  nations  into  different  fe£is:  and 
tbis^  he  adds,  is  the  caufe  why  they  all  equally  efteem  it  \  ' 

Such  have  been  the  received  fentiments  of  the  learned  con- 
deming  this  Verfion,  though  I  confefs  none  of  thefe,  or  any 
other  I  have  met  withy  feem  to  have  treated  the  fubjed  with 
that  accuracy,  or  in  that  full  manner  its  importance  requires. 
I  ihall  therefore  make  it  the  bufmeis  of  the  following  chapter, 
to  evince  its  true  antiquity  in  die  ckareft  and  beft  method 
I  am  able* 


^  Dub.  Evang^Par.  i.  Dub.  23,  »  Hiftor.  Cfarift.  Saecul.  i.  c.  7* 

§.  4.  &  Par.  %.  Dub.  5.  §.  4.  »  Critic.  Hiftor.  of  the  N.  Teft* 

'  Proiegom^  xnPolyglott.  13.  ),  Par.  %•  c.  13. 
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CHAP.    XV. 

Jn  Jtiempt  towards  proving^  that  the  Syrtack  Ferfion  wax 
made  in  the  Apoftles*  Times:  a  particular  Account  of  the 
Syriack  Language  %  its  Rife^  Nature ^  and  Vfe  among  the 
yews  in  our  Saviour* s  Time. 

HAVING  given  the  hiffory  and  judgments  of  others 
about  the  Syriack  Verfion,  I  am  now  to  endeavour, 

3,  To  ejiablijh  its  antiquity.  And  here  I  find  it  neceflkry 
to  premife,  that  fuch  proof  is  not  to  be  expefted  here,  as 
of  fome  other  fafts  near  the  Apoftles'  times,  becaufe  we  have 
now  extant  fcarce  any  Chriftian  writings  of  thofe  times,  by 
men  who  underftood  this  language,  except  the  Apoftles  them- 
felves,  Notwithftanding,  I  hope  the  following  Obfervations 
will  make  it  fomething  more  than  probable,  that  the  Syriack 
Verfion  was  made  in  or  near  the  Apoftles*  times. 

Obf.  I.  The  Chrijlidn  Religion  was  firjt  publijhed  and  re^- 
ieived  in  Syria.  I  need  not  particularly  enter  into  the  geo- 
graphy of  this  country ;  it  is  certain  the  limits  of  it  have  been 
varioufly  defcribed  by  the  antients  :  it  is  enough  for  me  to 
obferve,  that  in  the  time,  to  which  my  fubjeft  relates,  under 
the  name  Syria  was  included  all  that  part  of  Afia,  which  was 
bounded  on  the  North  by  mount  Amanus,  which  feparated  it 
from  Cilicia,  Cappadocia^  and  Armenia;  on  the  Eaft  by  the 
river  Euphrates,  which  feparated  it  from  Mefopotamia;  on 
the  South  by  Arabia ;  on  the  Weft  by  that  which  is  called 
the  Syrikn  Sea,  or  the  end  of  the  Mediterranean,  and  part  of 
Egypt**.  In  thefe. confines  Chriftianity  had  its  birth,  and 
here  it  firft  fpread.  This  is  evident  to  thofe,  who  are  ac- 
quainted with  the  hiftory  of  the  Gofpels,  and  the  A£b  of 
the  Apoftles,  and  confider,  that  in  this  country  was  Judaea, 
Samaria,  Phoenicia,  &c.  and  that  in  it  were  Jerufalem,  the 
towns  of  Galilee,  Damafcus,  Antioch,  Caefarea,  Seleucia, 
and  others,  which  we  read  of  fo  often  in  the  forementioned 

•  Vide  Cluvcr.  Geogr,  1.  5.  c.  ^f>, 
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hiftory,  where  the  iirft  Churches  of  Chriftians  were  planted. 
In  this  country  our  Saviour  lived  and  preached:  in  this 
countiy  the  A  poftles  firft  travelled  and  fpread  the  Gofpel ;  here 
they  made  immediately  innumerable  converts,  and  formed 
them  into  Churches  profefling  the  Religion  of  Chrift.  At  Je« 
ruialem  many  {y^^h^)  ten  dioufands  foon  embraced  Chrifti- 
ahityi*.  The  city  and  country  of  Samaria  was  converted  by 
Philip's  preaching,  and  confirmed  in  their  faith  by  Peter  and 
John  <i.  Philip  publifhed  the  Gofpel  all  the  way  from  thence 
to  Caeiarea '.  St.  Paul's  defign  to  perfecute  at  Damafcus,  is 
a  proof  there  were  great  numbers  of  Chriftians  there  %  which 
faimlelf  afterwards  confirmed  and  increafed^  Peter  by  his 
miracles  and  preaching  mightily  augmented  the  number  of 
Chriftians  at  Joppa",  and  was  fuccefsfiil  in  making  profdytes 
at  Csefarea  '•  The  ApofUes,  who  were  difperfed  upon  tho 
perfecution  of  Stephen,  baptized  many  to  the  Chriftian  faith 
in  Phoenicia  and  Antioch^^,  where  Barnabas  being  fent,  made 
large  additions  of  converts  *,  and  afterwards  togedier  with 
Paul  preached  among  them  for  a  whole  year^  Thus  was 
this  large  country  of  Syria,  with  its  principal  cities  and 
towns  converted  tp  Chriflianity,  by  the  preaching  of  the 
Apoftlcs,  within  the  fpace  of  ten  or  twelve  years. 

Obf.  2*  The  language  of  all  thefe  converts  was  Syrsaek^  or 
the  fame  with  that  tranjlation  we  are  now  difcujjing,  I  mean^ 
not  fo  exaftly  the  fame,  as  that  there  were  no  various  dialefts; 
it  is  plain  there  were  by  the  inflance  of  Peter,  whofe  dialed 
proved  him  to  be  a  Galilean  ^ ;  but  that  they  were  alfo  intel- 
ligible to  one  another,  plainly  appears  by  the  fame  inflance  ; 
the  difference  in  the  way  of  fpeaking  in  one  part  of  this  coun^ 
try  from  another,  feeming  to  have  been  no  more,  than  in  one 
part  of  England  from  another.  The  language  is  indeed  fome* 
times  called  Chaldee,  fometimes  Syriack,  fometimes  Syro- 
Chaldaick;   but  moft  commonly  by  the  writers  of  the  New 


P  Afts  xxi,  »o. 

^  Afts  viii.  5,  141  25. 

'  lb.  vcr.  40. 

'  A^s  ix.  i»  2|  10. 

^  lb.  20,  22. 

»  lb.  4.2. 


^  Ch^p.  X. 

y  A6ls  xi.  19,  &c. 

*  lb.  22. 

•  lb. 26. 

*»  Matt.  xxvi.  73. 
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Teftamrnt'^  and  firft  Chriftf bn  writers,  it  iS:  oaUed  HfWew; 
I  need  not  now  enter  into  anji  crkic«l  e.iK[uii|if9a  ^J!s;^%u,^v(^ 
ihe  language ;  only  for  tfatt  fake  of  thrift  Vf4]K9)4re  unl|cqj^wt-1 
•d  with  tbcfe  things,  I  ibaQ  lay  dMvn>  tk€  following  r.eqia4;k% 
which,  if  it  were  neceflary^  ii  would  he  no  difteiilt  Bi^ltiHF  tQ 
confiirm. 

J.  7^^  wigind  #r  f^imival  latgH^ige  of  tl>^  iff  or  Id  mi 

a.  This  continuid  univerfal  tiU  the  Floods  and  fa  on  till  tbt 
Mtempt  »f  building  of  ihs  tower  qf^ahel;  f(V  thei\*tbe  wisph 
^arth  was  of  ooe  language,  and  of  one  ^ech.%  abauit  (evCA'^ 
teen  hundred  and  fifty  years  afi^r  the  Creation. 

3.  At  that  time  there  was  a  cotfufianof  Umgu<^gfs\,  z$A  mea 
lieing  icattered  into  diflferent  pajrt^  of  the  earths  and  tvol  eon-> 
veriiQg  with  each  other,  formed  different  diah^ls  oi  ^>eeQh  ^ 

4*  Thefefiem  to  hofoe  been  no  tftbsr  than  the  various  diak^l 
of  the  old  Hebrew  \  as  Chaldeiy  Sjrufck^  Arabick^  and  tte 
other  language^  of  that  Eaftern  part  of  th^  world  ^e :  juft  asr 
from  the  l<atin  we  fee  the  Italiai>|  French^  an4  Spani£h  ha4 
tfceir  original  \ 

5.  The  Chaldee  or  Syriack  dialeSf  wa^  tke  hnguage  (fSyxid 
end  Mefopotamia^  4^nd  the  adjacent  c^ufliry*  This,  is  evident 
froi^^  the  title  Laban  the  Syrian  put  upon  bis  momiment|  viz. 
Kniint:^  ^^y  which  are  plain  Syriapk  or  Qhaldee  wordaf^ »  and 
from  Rabfliakeh's  fpeech  to  the  Jews,  which  is  exprelsly  laid 
to  be  delivered  n^Dn^,  i.  e*  in  Syriaclc^. 

^.  The  family  of  J&raham^  through  all  their  various  ageSy, 
retained  their  old  Hebrew  language  pure  and  uncorrupt  till  the 
B^byknifi  Captivity,  '^bis  is  evident*  beca^ife  all  the  booI;& 
#f  the  Old  Teftatn^nt  wrote  before  that  time  are  in  that  Ua- 
ggyag4  }  and  in  the  laft-dted  place,  the  Jewiih  officers  deflred 
to  communicate  vvich  Rabfhakeh  in  SyrisK:k,  an4  not  in  He- 
turewy  thfit  fo  the  coQHnon  people  u\  Jerufal^m  might  no^ 
underftand  them, 

<  Bochait.  Phaleg,  1. 1.  c.  15.         Hcb*  praefix*  Comment,  m  Pcmta- 

*  Gen.  xi.  i.  teuch. 

•  lb.  ver.  9.  «  Gen.  xx^i.  47. 

'  Vid ,  Lc  Clerc  IXflert.  de  Lbgv.  *  2  King,  xviii.  a6. 

7.  After 


7.  :l^er  the  Vt^th/hy  thy  forgot  thtirt&am  Mebrm^  »nd 
hamt  Ae  iangunge  vf^the  KHhtMeans  or  ^yriansy  vr  t<tlt)er  mix^ 
$dit  iukb 'their  otvn.  'This  ^pears^  ill  that  a  gteat  part  of 
the  «books  -of  £%ra  and  Daniel,  ^Mhtch  ^N>ere  ^fote  after  the 
Ga^Mty,  are  wrote  in  this  bngoage  $  'and  they  liad  need  <^ 
tnterpfeters  to  tran(l2tte  ihe  -olber  books,  when  diey  weiv 
i«Eid  ill  iflie  fynagognes  ^  Hebrew,  "(vhich  they  did  net  under^ 
ftatnd,  into  Chaldec  which  they  ^id  '. 

8.  This  Chaldean  or  Syriack  language^  or^  nsfime  call  its 
Syro^Chaldaick  diak&y  ^^^  '*'  language  rf  Jerufatem  and 
Galilee^  and  all  the  country  aboufty  in  our  SaViourU  iime^ 
There  needs  no  other  prodf  of  diis,  than  the  great  manber  of 
Syriack  words,  whtth  are  now  remaining  in  ttie  Greek  Tefta- 
mcnt;  fuch  as  Talttha  Kumi*,  Ephpfhatha',  Eloi,  Eloi» 
Lama  fiib^cbdiani  *  ;  Bethefda  %  Golgotha  %  Gabbatha% 
Raca^,  ^CtjAks',  AcddamaS  Boanerges*,  Maran-atha", 
ftar-Jona«,  Abba^,  'kc.  Thefc  are  aH  evidently  Syriack 
words  (as  t!hey  know,  who  ate  the  leaft  acquainted  with  the 
language),  and'flidi  as  were  In  ctrrmnon  irfe  among  the  Jews, 
in  our  Saviour's  time#  I  would  only  obferve  ferther-concern** 
ing  one  bf  thefe  Syriack  words.  Vis*  Aceldama,  that  it  i$ 
faid  to  be  Urn  tiia  hdt>JkT^  avrHf^  i.  «•  ih  their  own  Xale^, 
which  they  then/pah. 

Thofe  who  are  not  acquaiifted  with  thefe  ftudies  wiH  be 
Very  Hkely  to  objeft  there,  that  we  read  nothing  ofihe  Syriack 
in  the  New  Tejiamentj  but  that  the  words  above  are  conmonfy 
ciilUd  Hebrew  \  whidh  is  indeed  true,  as  aHb  that  the  firft 
Chriftian  writers  commonly  call  the  language  of  the  Jews  at 
this  time  Hebrew.  But  it  is  eafy  to  anfwer,  that  Hebrew 
being  the  olfl  language,  and  the  other  derived  from  it,  and 
tiotirery  difFerent,  it  is  no  wonder  the  Jews  were  fond  of  the 
old  name,  and  always  retained  it.    And  as  to  the  Fathers,  it 

*'LightfoOt,lfe».N€wTeft.§.         •»  Matt.  v.  aft. 
17.  *■  Johni.  42. 

*  Markv.  41.    .  •  Afts  i.  19. 

'  lb.  vii.  34.  '*  Maric-iii.  17. 
"  lb.  XV.'  34.  "I  Cor.  xvi.  za. 

"  John  V.  2.  '^Matt.xvi.  17. 

•  Matt,  xxvii.  33.  '  Markxiv.  36. 
>  ^ohuxlx.  13. 

cannot 
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cannot  be  ftrange,  they  ihould  call  it  as  the  Jews  did,  they 
generally  being  ignorant  of  either  language ;  though  Juftin 
Martyr,  who  lived  in  Syria,  fpeaks  of  Hebrew  and  Syriack, 
as  of  one  and  the  fame  language,  Dialog,  cum  TrypL  yud. 
p.  331.  And  the  moft  learned  of  the  Fathers,  Jerome, 
n^o  underftood  both,  perpetually  obferves  the  difference ;  and 
Konnius,  who  lived  in  the  fourth  century,  in  his  Paraphrafe 
on  St.  John's  Gofpel  in  Greek  verfe,  for  Hebrew  puts  S.y« 
riack.    So  on  John  xix.  13* 

And  verfe  17.  of  the  fame  chapter. 

And  verfe  20.  concerning  the  infcription  on  the  crofs. 

It  is  plain  then,  that  Syriack  was  the  language  of  Judea  in 
our  Saviour's  time,  that  in  which  himfelf  and  his  Apoftles  con* 
verfed  and  preached*  Mr.  VoiHus  is  the  only  one  I  know  of 
a  contrary  opinion ;  he  thinks  the  common  language  of  Je- 
ruialem  and  that  country  was  Greeks;  but  it  is  plain  from 
ASts  xxi.  37.  the  common  Jews  did  not  underftand  that  lan- 
guage ;  and  Jofephus  exprefsly  tells  us ',  that  it  was  ajlrangt 
language  to  him  and  his  countrymen*  If  any  one  has  a  mind  to 
fee  more  of  this  controverfy,  he  may  fee  it  warmly  managed 
between  Father  Simon  ^  and  Voffius  %  in  the  books  cited  in 
the  margin.  All  that  I  fhall  farther  add,  is,  that  inafmuch  as 
I  have  promifcuoufly  above  ufed  the  words  Chaldee  and  Sy- 
riack, the  reafon  thereof  is,  becaufe  thofe  two  dialects  are  fo 
very  much  alike,  and  indeed  almoft  the  fame,  as  every  one 
knows,  who  is  acquainted  with  the  very  rudiments  of  them,  and 
may  be  very  eafily  perceived  by  thofe,  who  have  not  learnt  the 
languages,  if  they  will  but  caft  their  eye  upon  Buxtorf 's  Chaldee 
and  Syriack  Grammar;  or  perhaps  more  clearly,  if  they  confult 
that  incomparable  Harmonical  Grammar  of  the  Orientals  com- 
piled by  Erneftus  Gerhardus,  founded  upon  Schickard's  He-< 

»  Voff.  Refponf.  ad  itcrat.  P.  Si-         ^  Critical  Hiftory  of  the  N^Teft. 

mon.  Objeft.  Par.  i.  c.  6. 

»  Praefat.  in  Antiq.  Jud.  &  Pr»-  «  Lib.  jam.  cit, 

fat.  in  Bell.  Judaic* 

brew 
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1>rew  Rules.  The  trudi  is,'  there  is  fcarce  any  difference  at 
all  between  them,  iave  only  in  a  few  words,  and  the  pun&u* 
ation.  There  would  be  tut  little  difference  vifible  between 
Chaldee  and  Syriack  ((ays  the  learned  critick  in  thefe  Ian* 
guage,  Lud.  de  Dieu  "*),  ifthtfe  who  affixed  the  points  to  them 
had  thought  it  fit.  I  diftinguijh  them^  lays  he,  becaufe  others 
do\  and  fame  little  difference  there  is  informing  the  words  i 
tife  fifr  my  part  I  own  them  to  be  one  and  the  fame  language  % 
So  Amira%  and  to  the  (ame  purpofe'our  celebrated  country- 
man Fuller  K;  the  Chaldee  and  Syriack  dialeSfs  are  not  fo  pro^ 
perlyfaid  to  be  aiiiej  as  to  be  ahnoji  the  fame.  And  in  anodior 
place '^  accounts  for  it  by  a  learned  proof,  that  the  Syrians 
and  Chaldeans  were  one  and  the  fame  people.  And  I  cannot 
but  obferve  here,  that  what  the  prophet  Daniel  in  one  place 
calls  Qnicrs  rwbt  u  e.  the  language  of  the  Chaldeans ',  in  the 
taext  chapter  is  called  r\^ry\t<^  u  e.  Syriack  \ 
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Several  Obfervationsj  which  pro^e  the  Syriack  Verfton  made 

in  or  near  the  Apojlles*  Times. 

Obf.  3*  jrT'  was  abfdutely  needful^  that  a  Verfton  Jhould  he 
JL    made ;  and  therefore  very  probable^  a  Verfion  was 
made  of  the  books  of  the  New  Te/iament  into  the  Syriack  lan^' 
guagey  in  or  near  the  Jpoftles*  times. 

This  Obfervation  naturally  arifes  and  follows  from  the 
two  foregoing ;  for  if,  as  has  been  proved,  an  innumerable 
multitude  of  perfons  were  converted  to  Chriftianity  in  Jeru- 
falem  and  Galilee,  in  Csefarea,  Damaicus,  Samaria,  Joppa, 
Lydda,  Antioch,  and  all  over  Syria  5  if  the  language  of  all 

^  See  his  Preface  to  his  Syriack  *  Mifcell.  Sacr.  1. 1.  c.  i. 

and  Chaldee  Grammar.  ^  Lib.  3.  c.  zo. 

*  Ibid.  '  Dan.  i.  4. 

'  Praelud.  in  Gram.   Syr.    feu  *  lb,  ii.  4. 
Chald. 

this 
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this  country  ivas  Syriack^  Aett  caii  be  nothing  more  unrests 
ibnable  than  to  fuppofe,  they  were  for  any  long  time  deftitute 
of  thofe  infpirtd  books,  which  contained  the  foundations  of 
their  new  Religion.  To  fuppde  this^  would  argue  them  ei» 
dier  to  have  very  little  knowledge  o^  or, very  little  ^eal  for, 
their  profef&ons  neither  of  which  was  the  cafe  w^  are  fure» 
Nothing  can  be  more  r^aion^bly  concluded,  than  that  upon 
the  foregoing  hypothecs,  either  the  Apoftles  or  themielves 
W04ld  take  care  to  have  a  good  Verfion  as  fponas  might  be. 

1.  //  may  with  a  gnat  deal  rfre^ifdn  be  fufpoftd^  thatfimi 
^ne  or  other  of  the.  Apiiftles  ivould  taii  care  to  have  the  faired 
books  of  Chrijitanity  pubHJhed  among  the  Churches  of  Syria  in 
thtjr  QUin  language*  This  would  be  the  beft  ^d  moft  likely 
means  of  preferving  artd  propagatii^  Aoje  ^do&rines  and  that 
faithy  which  they  had  declared  amo^g  them*  Without  th}% 
I  cannot  fee,  how  they  could  expert  anyioljbejr  than  the  ^)eedy 
decay  of  the  Chriftian  Religion  after  their  time,  even  when  it 
niade  the  moft  flourifhing  figure  in  their  time.  On  the  other 
hand,  a  Verfion  (made  by  themfelves,  or  a  perfon  of  their  ap- 
pointment) of  their  writings  into  the  language  of  the  country, 
woi\ld  be  a  very  probable  method  of  advancing  the  work  they 
had  been  fo  long  labouring  in,  of  keeping  up  thofe  truths, 
which  elfemuft  have  been  forgot,  and  of  preventing  thofe  errors 
and  herefies,  which  they  law«fpringing  up  in  the  Church,  &c. 

2.  If  we  fujj^ofe  the  Apoftles  thus  negligent  oi  the  intercAs 
of  Chriftianity,  it  will  be  very  ahfurd  to  imagine  the  faithful 
Cbrj/iians  themfelves  to  be  negligent  in  a  matter  offucb  im* 
portance^  in  which  they  could  net  but  fee  themfelves  fo  nearly 
concerned^  The  zeal  for  the  Chriftian  Religion,  which  they 
evidenced  in  forfaking  all  on  its  account,  and  expofing  them- 
felves to  the  rage  and  malice  of  the  world,  would  fure  make 
them  felicitous  to  have  the  genuine  and  authentick  memoirs 
of  it  in  their  own  language.  For  inftance,  the  converts  at 
Jerufalem,  in  whom  there  muft  needs  be  by  education  the 
greateft  efteem  for  all  tho&  books,  which  they  believed  did 
come  from  God ;  can  it  be  thought,  they  vrbuld  not  endea* 
vour  to  have  the  Hiftory  of  the  Life  and  Dodrines  of  Chrift, 
as  well  as  the  Old  Teftament  tranflated  into  their  knowit 

language, 
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UngnUge,  efpecially  when  they  certainly  believed  riie  Infpira- 
tion  of  the  one  as  wdl  as  the  other  ?  I  might  farther  argue 
thi$  firom  the  charader  of  Ignatius,  Biihop  of  Antioch,  and 
elber  Bkhops  of  Syria,  \¥ho  muft  needs  be  very  defe6l:ive  in 
their  duty  to  Che  Churches  over  which  they  were  iet,  if  they 
did  Jiot  take  care  they  fhould  be  fupplied  with  the  infpircd 
vcdumes,  which  diemfelves  valued  fo  much*  I  conclude  there- 
fore, that  as  a  Verfion  into  Syriack  was  neceflary  to  be  made 
in  or  near  the  ApofUes'  time^  fo  it  is  probable  one  was  then 
tnade« 

ObC  4.  The  Chrijiians  of  Syria  were  wont  to  read  the  Ja-- 

£red  Scriptures  eftbe  New  Tejlament  in  their  Churches  and 

publici  ajfemblies  very  fion  after  the  Jpojiles*  time\  and  tbirt-' 

fore  a  tranjiation  ef  them  was  then  made  into  the  Syriack  Ian" 

luage. 

Abhough  I  might  confirm  this  Obfervation  by  many  in- 
ftance«»  yet  the  inftance  which  I  fball  produce  being  fo  de« 
monfirattve  of  the  izBc^  I  ifaall  content  myfelf  widi  producing 
only  that.  The  paffagc  I  rtfer  to  is  that  of  Juftin  Martyr, 
who  lived  in  the  beginning  of  the  fecond  century,  and  plainly 
fpeaks  of  himfelf  as  being  a  difciple  of  the  Apojiks^  'A«rorox«y 
y*t»fMtH  iiugf^iQ^m  He  tells  us,  that  in  their  religious  aflem- 
blies  every  Smday  the  writings  of  the  Apojiles  and  Prophets 
were  read^.  Now  Juftin  was  a  native,  as  he  himfelf  fays', 
of  Palaeftine  in  Syria,  viz.  Neapolis  in  Samaria,  in  which 
country,  as  has  been  proved,  Syriack  viras  the  language*^ 
Now  utilefs  a  Verfion  was  made  of  the  Apoftles'  writings  into 
this  language,  it  had  been  very  prepofterous  for  them,  to 
have  read  them  in  their  Churdies ;  unlefs  we  fuppofe  them  like 
the  later  Papifts,  who  will  neither  fuiFer  tranflations  of  the 
Scriptures  to  be  made  into  other  languages,  nor  any  other  to 
be  read  in  the  Churches,  but  fuch  as  the  people  do  not  under- 
ftand*  This  argument  I  look  upon  as  conclufive,  and  there- 
fore {hall  anticipate  an  objeAion  or  two,  which  fome  perhaps 
may  be  apt  to  raife  againft  it.    As, 

*  Epift.  ad  Diognet.p. 501.  «  Pfaef.  in  Apol.  2.  p.  53. 

«  Apol.  1.  pro  Chrift.  p.  98. 

Vol.  L  H  i.  Tlmt 
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I.  That  yu/lin  dwelt  at  Rome,  and  not  in  Syrioy  where  he 
was  born.  To  which  I  ainfwer,  that  though  it  be  certain 
Juftin  was  at  Romc'%  yet  the  accounts  we  have  of  him  feem 
to  intimate,  that  he  went  there  only  with  a  view  ofprefenting 
bis  memorials  for  the  Chrijiian  Religion  to  the  Emperor  and  Se- 
natey  and  that  he  was  not  a  refident  of  Rome  ;  and  therefore 
when  this  was  done,  he  returned  again  to  Afia,  and  at  Ephefus 
he  had  that  famous  difpute  with  Trypho  the  Jew,  which  is 
ftill  extant  p.  This  feems  not  unlikely  to  have  been  either  as 
he  was  going  to  Rome  from  Syria,  or  returning  to  Syria 
from  Rome  y  becaufe  in  the  end  of  the  difpute  ^  he  tells  us, 
they  prayed  for  his  fafety  in  the  voyage  he  was  then  going  to 
make.  It  is  true  indeed,  the  words  in  Eufebius ',  '£vi  rnt 
*p<vjuii(  roii  haT^iQa<;  liromroy  are  commonly  tranflated  *  as  though 
they  exprefled  his  fixed  habitation  at  Rome ;  but  the  words 
imply  no  fuch  thing,  but  more  properly  are  figniiicative  of 
fuch  a  continuance,  as  is  made  by  a  traveller  on  a  journey ; 
and  {o  we  find  the  word  luR^^Qta  is  continually  made  ufe  of  in 
the  New  Teftament,  to  denote  the  continuance  of  our  Saviour 
and  his  Apoftles  for  a  few  days  in  a  place,  till  they  removed  to 
another  ^  Befides,  there  is  another  fenfe,  which  may  be  given 
to  Eufebius's  words,  much  better  than  that  of  his  tranflators, 
viz.  if  we  take  hal^tQoU  isroitTf  to  fignify  his  having  publick  con- 
ferencesy  and  making  public  difcourfes.  This  feems  moft 
agreeable  to  the  context  of  Eufebius ;  and  is  moft  evident  in 
that  Jerome  **  and  Photius  ',  fpeaking  of  Juftin's  being  at 
Rome,  inftead  of  ^«lp»Ca(  ivoiuro  have  halpiQdq  ii^t,  which  can 
be  taken  in  no  other  than  the  fenfe  laft  given ;  efpecially  if 
we  coniider,  that  Photius  adds  the  word  f  iXooxxpoir,  whidi, 
though  it  be  not  placed  fo  as  to  beconneded  with  ^«TptCa?,  yet 
evidently  ought  to  be,  and  the  firft  Latin  tranflator  read  it 

.  «  Vide  Eufeb.  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  4.  •  Vid.  Verf.  Chriftophorfon.  &. 

c.  16.  Hieron.  Catal.  Script.  Eccl.  Valef. 

in  JulHn.  &Phot.  Bibliothec.  Cod.  *  John  iii.  21.  xi.  54.  A6lsxii. 

cxxv.  19.  xiv.  3,  18.    XV.  35.    xvi.  12. 

p  Eu(eb.  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  4.  c.  18.  xx.  6.  andieveralotherplaces. 

<i  Dialog,  cum  Tryph.  Jud.  in  »  Catal.  Script.  Eccl.  is  Juftin* 


fine.  *  PKot.  Biblioth.  cxxv. 

>*  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  4.  c.  1 1 .  in  fine. 


fo. 
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fo  ^.  I  conclude  therefore,  that  Juftin's  abode  at  Rome  was 
only  as  a  ftranger  or  traveller,  and  that  Syria,  his  native  coun- 
try, was  ftill  his  home;  and  confequently,  when  he  declares  to 
the  Emperor  'the  cuftoms  of  the  Chriftian  aflemblies,  he 
means  the  Churches  in  Syria ;  and  fo  that  a  Verfiion  was  made 
in  the  Syriack  language,  becaufe  the  writings  of  the  New 
Teftament  were  read  in  them. 

2.  It  may  be  farther  objected,  that  Juftin  could  not  ipeak 
of  the  books  of  the  New  Teftament  being  read  in  the  Syrian 
Churches,  and  that  he  himfelf  did  not  refide  in  Syria,  becai^ 
he  was  unacquainted  with  the  Hebrew  or  Syriack  language^  as 
feems  to  be  evident  from  his  works.  Dr.  Cave  produces  a 
very  remarkable  inftance  of  it ',  viz.  his  deriving  the  word 
Satanafrom  Sata,  which,  fays  he,  in  the  language  of  the  Jews 
and  Syrians  Jignifies  an  Apofiate,  and  Nas  (on  which  account 
he  is  called  a  Serpent)  and  denotes  the  fame  as  Sata  in  their 
language^. 

To  which  I  anfwer,  that  though  the  derivation  be,  as  Dr. 
Cave  fays,  very  childifh  and  ridiculous,  becaufe  every  one 
who  knows  any  thing  of  Hebrew  now  is  fure  it  is  derived  from 
the  verb  X^'^*  which  fignifies  to  hate  with  malice^  yet  I  think 
it  cannot  hence  be  concluded,  that  Juftin  did  not  live  in  Syria : 
for, 

(l.)  Hye  verb  jDa;  was  not  in  the  Syriack  language,  but 
another  always  made  ufe  of  inftead  of  it.  As  there  are  in  the 
Syriack  abundance  of  words,  which  are  not  in  the  old  Hebrew, 
fo  abundance  in  Hebrew,  which  were  not  in  Syriack.  As  the 
language  altered,  many  words  were  both  brought  in  and  left 
out,  among  which  this  was  one  :  this  I  conclude,  becaufe  an* 
other  verb  is  always  made  ufe  of  in  the  Syriack  Verfion  of  the 
New  Teftament  to  denote  the  idea,  and  never  this;  fo  that 
a  native  of  Syria  could  not  give  a  juft  etymology  of  this  word, 
without  being  acquainted  with  the  old  Hebrew,  which  at  that 
time,  it  is  certain,  was  known  but  to  very  few,  efpecially  out 
of  Jeru(alem. 

'  Vid.Verf.  Lat.  hujus  loci  Phot.  *  Hlftor.  Liter,  in  Juftin. 

praefix.  0pp.  Juftin.  Mart.  viz.  PAi-  »  Dialog,  cum  Tryph.  Jud.  p. 

lofopbicas  ibidem  Diatribas  babuit.        331. 

H  2  (2.)  %- 
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(2m)  Suppofi  tbi  verb  }tDr  had  been  common  in  Syriacij  it 
wUlbe  a  mighty  Jlrange  confequence  to  infer ^  that  Jufiin  was 
not  an  inhabitant  of  Syria^  becaufe  he  thought  another  verb  or 
noun  in  the  fame  language^  and  not  thatj  was  the  root  of  any 
particular  word.  Were  I  to  make  ufe  of  the  fiune  argument 
in  refped  of  an  European  language»  and  to  conclude,  for  in- 
ftance,  a  perfon  was  not  an  inhabitant  of  England,  becaufe  he 
could  not  tell,  or  (hould  miftake  the  Latin  or  Saxon  original 
of  any  Englifh  word ;  the  reafoning  would  be  apparently  very 
weak,  and  the  confequence  would  be,  that  but  a  very  few  in- 
inhabitants  would  be  left  in  England.  The  cafe  is  exai^y  the 
fame. 

(3.)  This  verb  was  not  <ommon  in  the  Hebrew  itfe^y  not 
being  above  once  or  twice  to  be  found  in  the  Hebrew  Bible. 

(4.)  Jujiin^  though  a  Samaritan  or  native  of  PaUtftine^ 
was  born  of  Gentile  parents ;  as  appears  by  the  names  of  his 
father  and  grandfather,  which,  he  fays  \  were  Prifcus  and 
Bacchius ;  was  educated  in  the  philofo{Ay  and  learning  of 
Greece,  as  is  evident  from  the  accounts  of  Eufebius,  Jerome, 
and  Photius*^;  and  therefore,  though  he  might  underftand 
his  own  country  language,  it  is  not  at  all  ftrange  he  was  no 
critick  in  it.     But, 

(5.)  For  proof  that  Juftin  underftood  Syriack,  I  think  we 
need  go  no  farther  than  this  very  place  which  is  objected.  If 
he  had  not,  how  did  he  know  the  word  Satana  was  of  Hebrew 
or  Syriack  original^  and  apply  to  that  language  for  its  etymols" 
gyf  Why  did  he  not,  as  other  Fathers  unacquainted  with  this 
language  are  often  ridiculoufly  wont  %  apply  to  the  Greek 
for  its  original  ?  This  evidently  proves  he  knew  the  language. 
Beftdes,  to  put  the  matter  paft  all  controverfy,  I  obferve, 
upon  a  clofe  and  critical  enquiry,  the  two  words  (viz.  Sata 

**  Praef.  in  Apol.  %,  Jerome  in-  cha^  the  PagbveTi  from  the  Greek 

deed   leems    to  take  them  as  one  na^v  tofuffcTt  becaufe  Chrift  fuf- 

nameof  his  father,  but  is  miftaken.  fer«3  at  the  Paflbver,  or  becaufe 

Vid.  Valef.  ad  Eufcb.  Hift.  Eccl.  that  was  typical  of  Chrift.    Others 

i.4.  c.  12.  derive  the  name  Jcfiis   finom   \cm 

c  Locis  fupra  citatis.  fano,  kc.  which  etymologies  every 

^  Thus  Laaantius  Divm.  Inftit.  body  knows  are  trifling. 

1.4..  c.  26.  and  others,  d&civt  Paf- 

and 
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and  Nai^  from  ivfaich  he  derives  Satanas)  org  punfy  andpro^ 
perly  Sftiaek  W9rdsj  which  denote  very  exadly  die  nature  of 
Satsui}  or  the  Deiol,  as  it  is  reprefented  in  Scripture.  This 
discovery  I  take  to  be  of  ibme  coniequence,  and  therefore 
ihaD  endeavour  to  fhew  it  more  clearly. 

I.)  Thefirft  w§rJis  Sata\  this^  fiiys  Jaftin,  fignifies  an 
Apofiatey  in  the  language  rftbe  Jews  and  Syrmns ;  and  fo,  I 
obferve,  it  does.  The  original  Hebrew  verb  is  niD  which 
fignifies  U  feduce^  or  diceive^  or  draw  ajide^  and  is  the  very 
word  made  uie  of  to  exprefs  Satan's  Adducing  David  to  num- 
ber the  pec^Ie^  Hence  came  the  verb  MOD  very  common 
in  Chaldee,  t9  draw  ajide^  or  go  ajidcy  and  the  Syriack  jAfH 
fignifying  the  very  fame;  and  fo  the  participle  Peal  of  this 
verb  in  Syriack  will  denote  one  that  goes  afide^  or  an  Apof- 
fate  and  deceiver  of  others^  and  that  participle  is  ^  &.tO 
Satey  or  Sata^  die  very  word  that  Juftin  produces.  This 
verb  is  very  common  in  this  fenfe  in  the  Syriack  tranflation  of 
the  New  Teftament  \  and  Gal .  iii.  19.  thd  noun  derived  fi'om 
it  fignifies  Apojiacy^  The  reader  learned  in  thefe  things 
may  fee  the  inftances  in  Dr.  CaftelPs  Polyglot  Lexicon,  and 
Schaaf's  and  Troftius's  Syriack  Lexicons. 

2.)  *The  other  word  is  Nas.  Tbisy  lays  Juftin,  fignifies  the 
fame  as  Sata  in  Hebrew  or  Syriacky  and  denotes  that,  on  the 
account  of  which  Satan  is  called  Serpent.  Nothing  can  be 
more  juft  than  this.  The  word  is  apparently  Syriack,  derived 
from  the  known  Hebrew  root  nD3,  which  in  Piel  fignifies  ttk 
tempty  and  is  ufed  of  God's  tempting  Abraham  ^  In  die 
Syriack  it  is  often  ufed  in  the  fame  fenfe ;  and  the  noun  form-* 
cd  from  it  denotes  frequendy  the  Tempter  ^y  on  which  account' 
Satan  is  called  Serpent.  So  that  nothing  can  be  more  evi- 
dent, dian  that  Juftiil  underftood  the  Syriack  language ;  and 
confequently  his  want  of  knowledge  of  it  can  be  no  ob« 
jeftion  to  his  living  in  Syria.    I  conclude  therefore,  that  if 

1 

«  z  Sam.zxiv.  i.  The  word  Sa-  i  Chron.  xxi.  i.  where  it  is.    Vid. 

tan  is  not  indeed  in  our  prefent  co-  Cleric.  Comm.  in  loc. 

pies  in  that  place;  but  either  it  by  ^  Gen.  xxii.  i. 

fomc  means  dropt  out  of  the  text,  <  See  the  Lexicons  cited  above. 
or  at  kaft  moSt  be  fupplied .  from 

H  ^  die 
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the  writings  of  the  New  Teftament  were  read  in  the  Churches, 
where  Juftin  Martyr  lived,  they  were  read  in  Syria ;  and  if 
they  were  read  in  Syria,  they  were  read  in  the  Syriack  lan- 
guage, becaufe  no  other  was  there  underftood,  and  confe- 
quently  a  tranflation  of  the  New  Teftament  into  Sjrriack  was 
made  out  of  Greek  in  Juftin  Martyr's  time,  i.  e.  withm  a 
few  years  of  the  Apoftles'  time. 

It  cannot  be  improper  here  to  add,  that  in  the  book  which 
goes  under  Juftin  Martyr's  name,  called  ^a/i.  ^  Refponf. 
ad  Orthodox,  I  find  mention  of  a  Syriack  tranflation  of  the 
Old  Teftament,  as  there  is  alfo  in  St.  Auftin's  famous  book 
De  Civit,  Dei  J  !•  15.  c.  13,  I  might  argue  from  hence  the 
great  probability  of  a  Verfion  being  made  of  the  New  alio  into 
the  fame  tongue ;  but,  I  confefs,  I  queftion  the  jgenutnenefs 
of  that  book,  there  being  fomething  in  it  certainly  later  than 
Juftin ;  and  yet  I  cannot  but  think  the  learned  Dr.  Cave's 
conje(3ure  ^  concerning  it  deferves  confidering,  that  perhaps 
it  may  be  that  piece  of  Juftin's,  which  Photius  calls  Solutiones 
Summarise  Dubltationum  adverfus  Religioneniy  only  much  in- 
terpolated. This  conjefture  feems  probable,  which,  though  the 
learned  Doilor  propofes  as  his  own ',  was  made  long  before 
him  by  Andr.  Rivet  •",  from  whom  it  is  evident  he  borrowed 
it,  though  he  mentions  not  his  name.  This  is  the  more  ob- 
fervable,  becaufe  that  learned  writer  in  the  page  before  treats 
Sandius  very  roughly,  for  propofing  an  opinion  of  Rivet's 
in  the  fame  place  as  his  own,  without  mentioning  Rivet's 
name*.  ^ 

^  Hift.  Liter,  in  Juftin.  Martyr,  preted  the  Syriack  word  Ofaima  by 

*  Loc.  cit.  fjt,tyci>Mavni}t  virspxeifA.£»nv,  when  it 

k  Critic.  Sacr.  lib.  2.  c.  5.  §.  3.  is  evidently  of  another  fignification. 

'  That  opinion  is,  that  this  book  Vid.  Quaeft.  &  Refponf.  ad  Orthod. 

cannot  be  Juftin's,  becaufe  he,  being  Quaeft.  50. 

a  Samaritan,  would  never  have  inter- 
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The  Syriack  Verfian  proved  to  le  made  in  or  near  the  ApO'- 
Jiles*  Tinus  from  fome  internal  Evidences. 

Obf.  $.ln^H  E  Syriack  Ferjion  of  the  New  Tejlament  now  ex^ 
tant  is  very  probably  the  fame^  which  was  made  in 
^r  near  the  Apoftles*  time. 

1.  This  is  conftantly  afferted  by  the  Syrian  Churches  from 
whom  we  had  it.     See  the  Hiftory  of  it  above. 

2.  There  was  no  more  probability  of  the  Syrian  Churches 
lojing  their  iranflation^  than  of  the  Wejlern  Churches  lofmg  their 
Greek  copies.  For  the  fame  reafon  as  the  Greek  copies  did 
multiply,  the  Syriack  ones  would  multiply  too ;  and  for  the 
(ame  reafon  that  care  would  be  taken  to  preferve  the  one,  care 
would  be  taken  to  preferve  the  other.  They  were  both 
efteemed  the  Word  of  God,  though  in  different  languages  ; 
and  in  the  nature  of  things  it  feems  morally  impoi&ble,  that 
the  Churches  of  Antioch,  Jerufalem,  &c.  could  ever  lofe  a 
treafure  of  fo  much  value,  and  which  they  fo  much  efteemed, 
as  they  did  thefe  facred  writings.  Add  to  thi$,  that  the 
Jewifli  Targums  made  about  this  time  were  fafely  preferved ; 
and  the  Chriftians  cannot,  with  any  reafon,  be  fuppofed  lefs 
careful  of  their  (acred  books  than  the  Jews. 

3.  There  are  internal  characters  in  the  tranflation  itfelf 
nvhich  evidence  its  very  great  antiquity^  or  its  being  made 
near  that  period  which  I  have  affigned  it :  for  inftance, 

I.  Thefirji  inflame  in  the  Syriack  verfion  which  I  propofe 
as  proving  that  antiquity  of  it,  which  I  contend  for,  is  the 
tranflation  of  the  name  Ptolemais^  as  it  is  in  our  Greek  copies^ 
Aft  xxi.  7.  by  the  name  O  ^."bb  Acu^  or  Aco ;  for  it  "may  as 
juftly,  or  indeed  more  juftly,  be  pointed  with  the  vowel 
Dfekopho,  than  Ezozo. 

Now  to  make  out  what  I  defign,  I  obferve  the  moft  antient 
name  of  this  place  among  the  Ifraelites  was  Dy  Aco,  or  Acco, 

H  4  Judg. 
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Judg.  i.  31.  This  name  undoubtedly  continued  long  in  ufe, 
and  afterwards  changed  into  Ptolemais ;  though  at  what  time, 
or  on  what  occafion,  I  cannot  certainly  tell.  Mr.  Reiland  "*, 
and  after  him  Dean  Prideaux  ",  fay  it  was  repaired  by  Pto- 
lemy Philadelphus,  and  from  him  had  its  new  name  Ptolemsus^ 
This  was  about  250  years  before  Chrift ;  and  feetns  a  very 
probable  account ;  I  fay  probable  only,  becaufe  I  know  not 
what  antient  author  relates  it.  However  thi$  be,  it  is  cer- 
tain, the  former  name  was  antiquated  and  out  of  ufe  among 
the  Romans,  and  they  called  it  Ptolemais*  So  we  find  by 
Pliny  °,  Ptolemais  Claudil  Cafaris  colonia  qua  quendam  Ace\ 

and   StephanuS  nsp<  iro>(&;yt    IlTo^a/AaV;,  utoXk  <l>o»y»XDf,   sx«Af<To  A 

wgoTtpof  *A>ti  P :  Ptolemais  was  formerly  called  Ace*  How  the 
termination  0  fhould  change  into  e^  is  very  eafily  accounted 
for ;  fuch  changes  being  common,  when  a  word  is  taken  out 
of  one  language  into  another  **. 

Now  why  the  Syriack  interpreter  (hould  tranflate  it  Aco, 
and  not  retain  Ptolemais,  can  be  accounted  for  no  other  way, 
but  by  fuppofmg  the  perfons,  for  whom  his  Verfion  was  made, 
were  more  acquainted  with  one  name  than  the  other.  Upon 
any  other  fuppofition,  it  would  have  been  abfurd  iov  him  to 
have  changed  it.  I  argue  then  hence,  that  this  Veriion  muft 
be  made  either  befgre,  or  very  foon  after  the  deftruftion  of  Je- 
ruialem ;  becaufe  till  that  time  one  may  fuppofe  a  people  (viz. 
the  Jews)  to  retain  the  old  name  Aco  ftill,  out  of  a  fondnefs, 
very  predominant  in  that  people,  for  its  antiquity:  but  how 
they,  or  indeed  any  other  part  of  Syria,  could  after  the  Roman 
conqueft  call  it  by  a  name  different  from  the  Romans,  feems 
to  me  impoilible  to  conceive.  Befides,  it  wasy  as  Pliny  fays, 
a  Roman  colony^  even  in  Claudius's  reign,  and  therefore  very 
remarkable 3  and  fo  in  confequence  muft  in  thirty  or  forty 
years  more  (in  which  time  the  conqueft  alfo  was}  be  much 
more  known  by  the  name  Ptolemais,  by  which  the  Romans 
called  it.     To  fuppofe  therefore  that  this  tranfiation,  in  which 

"^  Palaeftin.  Illuftrat.  1.  ».  c.  7.  «  Nattir.  Hiftor.  L  5.  c.  19. 

»  Connea.  of  Hift.  of  the  Qkl  p  Apud  Fuller.  MUcsH.  $aer. 

aiid  New  Teitam.  Par,  z.  Book  2.  1.  4,  c.  15. 

p.  61.  *i  Vid.  FuHer,  J.  4,  c.  t, 

WC 
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we  meet  widi  diis  <»td  nameinflead  of  the  new  one,  was  made 
at  any  great  diftance  of  time  after  the  deftru£tion  of  Jeruia* 
lem,  is  to  fuppofe  the  tranflator  ading  quite  contrary  to  the 
defign  of  his  tranflation;  and,  inftead  of  a  name  well  known  to 
all,  to  fubftitute  an  antiquated  name,  which  could  be  known 
but  to  few.  On  the  other  hand,  fuppofing  it  made  about 
the  period  I  affign,  it  was  a  very  proper  tranflation,  being 
made  for  thofe,  who  were  wont  to  call  this  place  by  this 
name,  as  indeed  it  appears  out  of  the  Talmud  in  many  places 
itvt  Jews  in  our  Saviour's  time  were  wont  to  do  '•  I  only 
add  farther,  that  Jofephus,  though  a  Jew,  both  in  his  Hiftory 
and  Antiquities  of  the  Jewilh  War,  whenever  his  occafion 
led  him  to  mention  this-fdace,  calls  it  as  St.  Luke  does  in  the 
place  above-cited  in  the  Ads,  Ptolemats,  and  never  Ace, 
nor  Aco  * :  unlefs  perhaps  where  he  is  rehting  die  hiftory  of 
the  Ifraelites'  firft  entrance  into  this  country' ;  there  indeed,' 
as  it  was  proper,  in  tranfcribing  the  hiftory  of  the  Kraelites' 
pofieffions  in  Canaan,  he  mentions  diis  city  under  die  name 
ol'AfKn^  uriiich  undoubtedly  ought  to  be  read  'ax^,  as  one  of 
die  beft  of  Englifh  criticks,  Mr.  Fuller  S  has  conjeAured  and 
proved  i  though  Bochart  thinks  the  letter  ^  ought  not  to  be 
caft  away,  and  oppofes  Mr.  Fuller  herein  '• 

II.  The  next  argument  for  diat  antiquity  of  the  Syriack 
Verfioo,  which  I  have  afligned,  I  coUeft/rmn  its  tranflatkn  of 
the  <SrigJt  words ''i>M»/R^ni/B^M»ofy  and  tbiir  adverbial  dirim 
«etfv/i  'E3^yir«  and  'Ednxiiir.  After  a  careful  examination  of 
aD  thofe  places  in  the  original  Greek,  where  either  of  thefe 
words  occur,  and  a  companion  of  them  with  the  feveral  tranf- 
ladons  of  them  in  the  Syriack  Verfion,  there  feems  to  me  the 
moftjuft  reafon  to  conclude, 

I.  That  the  author  of  diis  Verilon  was  one,  who  had  been 
formerly  a  Jew. 

au  That  he  lived  either  before,  or  not  long  after  the  de« 
ftruSion  of  Jemfalem  by  Titus,  and  the  diiperfion  of  the  Jews* 

'  Sec   Dr.  Lightfoot^s  Centur.  he  particularly  defcribcs  the  place. 
CluwogTaph.  c.  64.  *  AntLq.  Jud.  1.  5.  c.  i. 

*  AntMf.  Jud.   1.  13.  c.  «o»  21.  "  Mifcel.  Sacr.  1.  4.  c.  15. 

«  de  Bell.  Judaic.  1.  %.  c,  9,  where  *  Canaan.  1.  a.  c.  17.  in  fine. 

Now 
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Now  before  thefe  I  tnuft  premife  a  few  remarks  concerning 
die  meaning  of  thofe  Greek  words  in  the  writings  of  the  New 
Teftament. 

(i.)  Hje  word  *EXXu»  in  tbje  New  Teftament  is  made  ufe  ef 
by  the  writers  of  it  to  denote  all  the  world  hefides  the  yewsm 
The  word  properly  fignified  a  Greek ;  but  ever  fince  the 
Grecian  conquefts  by  Alexander,  the  Greeks  became  the 
moft  noted  people,  and  the  Jews,  who  had  but  very  little  ac- 
quaintance with  the  world,  called  all  nations  by  their  name. 
Hence  we  find  frequently  the  diftin^ion  of  all  mankind 
into  'lov^ftM?  xit\  "zxK^iat  %  into  Jews  and  Greeks^  or  (as  our 
tranflators,  regarding  the  fenfe  more  than  the  words,  do  well 
enough  render  it)  Jews  and  Gentiles :  juft  as  the  antient 
Greeks  divided  all  mankind  into*'£x^1fv««  and  B^p^o^W,  *•  But 
this  remark  is  fo  obvious  and  well  known,  that  I  (hall  infift 
no  farther  on  it. 

(2. )  The  word  "eSmj  in  the  New  Teftament  denotes  in  a  pecu- 
tiar  fenfe  all  nations  hefides  the  yews.  Thus  the  old  Hebrews 
in  their  language  diflinguifhed  themfelves  from  all  others,  by 
calling  them  c=3'^un  and  CD'Dl^P,  i.  e.  the  nations.  It  vrovM 
be  fuperfluous  to  produce  inflances  of  thisi,  there  1>eing  fcarce 
a  page  in  the  New  Teftament,  where  there  are  npt  one  or 
more  inftances. 

(3.)  In  the  ideas  ofb$th  thefe  words  the  Jews  implied  fome* 
thing  that  was  bad-y  or,  which  is  the  fame  thing,  they  looked 
upon  all  the  world  as  profane^  fnnersy  unclean^  &c.  They 
efteemed  themfelves  as  a  peculiar  people,  privileged  above  all 
the  world,  only  in  covenant  with  God,  and  fo  only  in  hope  of 
his  favour ;  no  names  therefore  were  thought  bad  enough  for 
the  people  of  other  countries;  uncircumcifed  and  reprobate  of 
God  were  with  them  iynonymous  terms;  and  they  could  fay 
nothing  of  a  perfon  among  themfelves  that  would  found  worfe, 
than  to  liken  him  to  a  man  of  another  nation.  This  is  fuffici« 
ently  evident  out  of  the  New  Teftament;  forinfbnce,  when 
our  Saviour  fpeaks  of  a  reprobate  abandoned  perfon,  unfit  for 

^  Rom.  i.  16.  ii.  9.  iii.  9.  Aft.  '  Thucyd.  1. 1,  §.  3.  Not.  5.  in 

xix.  10,  17.    1  Cor.  i.  22.    x.  32.      Scholiis.  Strab.  1.  14.  p.  977.  Vid. 
GaL  iii.  x8.  and  many  other  places,      et  Rom.  i.  14.. 

any 
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any  communion,  he  iaysS  Lit  bim  be  to  you  as  an  Heatben ;  u  c. 
efteem  him  as  vile  as  you  do  thok  of  other  nations,  for  fo  the 
word  '£$ir«ieof  muft  iignify ;  and  he  makes  it  more  than  once 
an  ai^ument  to  reftrain  his  difciples  from  a  finful  praAice, 
becaufe  the  "sSni,  tbe  nations^  u  e.  the  Heatbens  did  fe  \ 
But  to  lay  nothing  more  of  a  diing  fo  well  known,  it  is  eaiy 
to  fee  what  notions  the  JeMrs  had  of  all  pepple  befides  them* 
felves,  as  impure  and  unfit  for  converfation,  from  the  hiftory 
of  St  Peter's  Vifion»  Ads  x.  For  nodiing  lefs  than  a  mi- 
racle would  convince  him  of  the  lawfulnefs  of  his  having 
any  converfation  with  thofe,  whom  they  called  the  *'£^^s)ya« 
or  "B.^vni  i«  e.  of  any  other  country  befides  his  own  \  He  held 
it,  as  he  fays,  an  unlawful  thing  for  a  man  that  is  a  Jew 
to  keep  company,  or  to  come  unto  one  born  in  another 
country ;  the  reafon  of  which  was,  becaufe  they  judged  them 
unclean,  and  were  afraid  of  being  polluted  by  them. 

Now  this  premifed  concerning  the  ufe  and  meaning  of 
thefe  words  in  the  New  Teftament,  I  come  to  confider,  how 
our  Syriack  tranflator  has  rendered  them. 

I.)  The  word  "EX^aif^  by  which  tbe  Jews  denoted  all  tbe 
world  befides  tbemfelvesy  the  Syriack  interpreter  very  ofien 
iranjlates  by  |^  '  "'  1.  e.  a  profane^  impious^  finful  perfon. 
See  John  vii.  35.  A<3s  xviii.  4,  17.  Mar.  vii.  26.  In  other 
places  he  tranilates  it  |  ^^*^]  i*  e.  a  Syrian^  Aranueus.  So 
A6b  xvi.  I,  3.  xix.  10,  17.  xx.  21.  Rom.  i.  16.  ii.  9, 10. 
I  Cor.i.  22,  &c.  X.  32.  xii.  1 3.  Gal.  ii.  3,  14.  iii.  28.  Col. 
iii.  II.  In  other  places  ^y)NO..\  i.  e.  Gentiles.  John  xii.  20. 
Ads  xxi.  28.  Rom.  iii.  9. 

2.)  The  word  'eSmw^,  /.  e.  a  man  of  another  nation^  hi 
tranjlates  \^  \  m  1.  e.  profane  or  impious.  Matth.  vi.  7* 
xviii.  17.  'E$«K«.r,  (which  we  tranflate  after  the  manner  of 
Gentiles)  Gal.  ii.  14.  he  tranflates  2Si^|iSoj^  i.  e.  after  the 
manner  of  the  Syrians ;  and  fo  "e^fj?,  i.  e.  Gentiles^  he  renders 
commonly  ^^d^QJbb  but  very  often  |^  1  m  i.  e.  profane. 
So  Matt.  X.  5.  I  Cor.  v.  i.  x.  20.  xii.  2.  i  Pet.  iv.  3. 

•  Matt,  xviii.  17.  '  A£l.  x.  28. 

•*  Matt.  vi.  7,  and  3a. 

Now 
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Now  from  thefe  tranflations  I  argue, 

I.  That  the  tranjlator  was  one  of  the  yetoijh  nathny  clfe 
it  would  have  been  impoffible  for  him  fo  exa<£lly  to  have 
formed  his  Verfion  to  the  Jewifli  notions.  Who  elfe  would 
have  taken  every  opportunity  to  have  reprefented  all  the  na- 
tions of  the  earth  in  fuch  a  manner  ?  Nay,  indeed,  who  be- 
f&des  could  have  thought  of  it,  and  fo  naturally  formed  htmfelf 
into  the  Jewifli  way  of  fpeaking  ?  Is  it  likely  any  one  but  a 
J^w  would  call  all  the  world  profane  ?  or  can  it  be  tboughty 
that  a  man,  not  accuftomed  to  give  thefe  char^£ters,  could  have 
fo  readily  on  all  occafions  have  done  it  ?  But  to  put  the  mattel* 
out  of  doubt,  I  will  iingle  out  one  of  his  words,  viz.  ^.iNn^jf 
Armojoy  which  he  moft  commonly  ufes  for*'Exxt!»,  as  may  be 
feen  above.  The  word  is  the  very  fame  with  the  old  He- 
brew any,  which  figniiied  a  Syrian^  or  nafm  ef  Syria. 
Now  to  underftand  the  reafon  of  this  appellation,  viz.  why 
Gentile  and  Syrian^  or  profane^  were  among  th^  Jews  fyno- 
nymous  terms ;  we  muft  obferve,  that  though  they  were  a 
part  of  Syria,  as  the  word  is  generally  ufed  by  geographers, 
yet  they  did  not  look  upon  themfelves  as  fuch,  but  always 
had  a  very  contemptible  opinion  of  the  Syrians,  as  heing  idota- 
aters.  So  we  find  in  Onkelos^s  Chaldee  Verfion  ^nj^  and 
♦KDnK,  i.  e.  uneircumeifed  and  Syrian^  are  ufed  pronufeuoufly 
to  denote  any  foreigner  or  profane  perfon^  Lev.  xxv.  47.  bc- 
caufe  they  were  their  neareft  neighbours  and  idolaters;  and 
the  firft  idolaters  mentioned  in  Scripture  were  Syrians,  viz. 
Thare,  Nachor,  and  Laban  ** ;  perhaps  alfo  becaufe  when  the 
Ifraelites  were  taught  to  humble  themfelves  before  God,  in 
their  form  of  confeffion,  were  thefe  words.  Our  father  was 
a  Syrian  ready  to  perifti ',  Thus  it  came  to  pafs,  that  the 
word  Syrian  among  the  Jews  denoted  a  profane  perfon^  or  an 
idolater^  as  the  word  ""E^T^y  did,  when  they  wrote  in  Giecky 
and  accordingly  in  the  New  Teftament  ^  the  Syrian  woman 
is  called  *£AXiiyIf.  Now  the  Syriack  Interpreter  ufing  the  word 
Syrian  for  a  Gentile  or  profane  perfon,  evidences  that  him- 

*  Bochart.  Phalcg.  1.  2.  c.  5.  Camcro  Myiothec.ad  Matth.xviii. 

•  Deut.  xxvi.  5.  17. 
^  Markvii.  26.Vid.  omninojcan. 

fcif 
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felf  was  certainly  a  Jew ;  for  to  no  other  nation  could  thofe 
words,  Greek  and  Syrian^  be  fynonymoufly  and  promifcuoufly 
u(ed  for  Idelaters  or  Heathens. 

2.  As  this  iranflator  was  a  Jew^  fifrom  the  tranjlation  of 
tbefe  words  it  feems  evident^  that  he  lived  either  before-^  or  not 
Jong  after  the  conqueft  ofjerufalem.  For  when  the  Jews  were 
Mattered  abroad  in  die  world,  they  who  were  become  Chrif- 
tians,  fuch  as  thi$  interpreter  muft  necelTarily  be  fuppofed  to 
be,  could  not  but  learn,  that  thefe  diftindions  were  now  to 
ceafe,  and  as  the  Apoftles  taught  them,  it  was  neither  Jew 
nor  Gentile^  circunuifed  nor  uncircumcifedy  but  the  new  creature 
enfyy  that  was  acceptable  to  God.  While  their  temple  ftood^ 
and  diey  continued  together  as  a  people,  one  may  well  fuppofe, 
chat  even  a  Chriftianized  Jew  would  retain  his  former  notions 
of  all  the  reft  of  the  world  being  profiuie;  and  indeed  this 
was  really  hStj  as  to  a  great  part  of  the  convert  Jews,  and 
the  beft  reafon  that  can  be  aiSgned  for  the  Syriack  trahflation 
of  the  forementioned  words.  But  afterwards  they  could  not 
but  fee,  I  mean  thofe  of  them  who  embraced  Chriftianity, 
that,  as  Chrift  had  foretold,  their  former  differences  were  to  be 
laid  afide,  no  perfons  to  be  reckoned  common  and  unclean, 
all  fincere  perfons,  of  whatever  country,  were  equally  accept- 
able to  God,  &c.  and  in  confequence  of  this,  their  old  deno- 
mi  nations  muft  ceafe :  and  fo  this  Veriion  be  made  either 
before,  or  foon  after  their  difperfion. 

Nor  can  it  be  objefted,  that  the  Syriack  interpreter  knew 
no  other  words,  whereby  to  tranflate  the  abovementioned 
Greek  ones ;  for,  it  is  certain,  that  he  not  only  knew  others, 
but  with  a  great  deal  of  accuracy  and  juftice  has  made  ufe  of 
them.  Thus,  when  the  word  "E^AtJy  in  the  New  Teftament 
is  put  to  denote  thofe,  who  were  properly  Grecians,  or  inhabit 
tants  of  Greece,  he  makes  ufe  of  the  word  |  i.JO  i  i.  e.  'Io^vk, 
or  'luHKog,  a  Gree}y  properly  fo  called.  So  when  Paul,  ac- 
cording to  the  forementioned  diftin£lion  of  the  Greeks, 
divides  all  mankind  into  "i.w-^vai  and  Ba^^p^jr,  he  ufes  the 
word  IxJOt  Rom.  i.  14.  and  in  another  place,  where  he 
thought  the  fame  diftinftion  was  made,  viz.  Col.  iii.  11.  he 

ufes 
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ufes  the  fame  word*  So  when  he  means  the  proper  natives 
of  Greece,  he  calls  them  |,i  in»  A£b  xiv.  i.  xvii.  4,  12, 
&c.  and  the  Greek  language  he  always  ftyles  2S»j|i  JO  % 
as  Luke  xxiit.  38.  Johnxix.  20.  Ads  ix.  29*  xxi.  37.  This 
IS  a  moft  convincing  argument,  that  where  he  tranflates  the 
word  ''fAAtjr,  profane^  he  fpake  according  to  the  notions  and 
language  of  the  Jews;  and  therefore  that  he  lived  in  the  time 
above-  mentioned. 


C  H  A  P.    XVIII. 

^he  Syriack  Tranjlation  is  of  the  greateji  Antiquity^  hecaufr 
.    there  is  a  moji  remarkable  Agreement  between  it  and  our  moji 
ant  tent  Greek  Manufcripts  of  the  New  Tefiament. 

IH  AV  E  in  the  foregoing  chapter  produced  two  (everal 
inftances,  or  arguments,  out  of  the  Syriack  Verfion,  which 
evidence  its  antiquity.    The  only  one  1  fhall  mention  farther 

is, 

.  III.  Its  agreement  with  the  befl  and  mojt  antient  copies  of  the 
New  "Tejiament,  This,  though  perhaps  it  will  not  prove  it 
to  be  of  that  age  I  contend  for,  will  at  leaft  prove  it  of  very 
great  antiquity.  He  who  will  read  Beza*s  larger  Annotations 
on  the  New  Teftament,  will  frequently  obfcrve,  that  the 
Syriack  tranflation  and  his  famous  manufctipt,  undoubtedly 
the  oldeft  now  in  the  world  (which  he  gave  to  the  Univerfity 
of  Cambridge',  do  in  many  things  agree,  where  they  both 
differ  from  others.  The  fame  maybe  faid  offeveral  other 
antient  copies.  I  fliall  omit  inftances,  which  any  one  may 
eafily  collet,  and  only  eftablifh  ferther  its  antiquity,  by  con- 
fidering  the  omiffion  of  fome  thmgs,  which  are  found  in  all 
our  printed  copies ;  firft  premifing,  that  I  do  not  here  deter- 
mine any  thing  concerning  thofe  paflages,  the  Syriack  Verfion 
being  liable  to  the  fame  corruptions  as  the  Greek  copies. 
This  premifed,  I  obfcrve, 

J.  That 
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1.  That  ourprefent  Syriack  Verfion  has  not  the  hijlory  of  the 
adulterous  woman^  John  viii.  It  is  indeed  inferted  in  our 
Englifh  Polyglots,  out  of  a  manufcript  of  Archbifhop  Ufher's9 
and  afterguards  by  Schaaf  from  thence  put  into  his  late  edition 
in  Holland,  but  tvas  wanting  in  the  old  Syriack  copy.  And 
fo  we  find  in  many  of  the  moft  antient  Greek  manufcript5> 
and  not  mentioned  by  many  of  the  oldeft  Chriftian  writers. 
Moft  of  Beza's  manufcripts  indeed  had  its;  but  of  a  great 
number  which  Maldonate  confulted  ^,  but  one  had  it.  £raf- 
mus  fays  \  it  was  wanting  in  moft  of  the  Greek  copies,  but 
inferted  at  the  end  of  fome  of  them.  In  the  Greek  Catena  of 
twenty  three  antient  Fathers  on  John,  not  one  had  it*^.  Nei- 
ther Origen,  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  Chryfoftom,  Nonnus 
(who  wrote  a  Paraphrafe  on  John),  nor  Theophylad,  &c. 
make  any  mention  of  it  *•  Father  Simon  faw  many  old  manu- 
fcripts in  France^  which  had  it  not,  only  fome  of  diem  at  die 
end*".  I  need  cite  no  more;  it  is  plain,  it  was  formerly 
wanting'  in  many  copies,  which,  with  what  has  been  faid 
above,  feems  to  be  a  good  argument  of  the  antiquity  of  the 
Syriack  Verfion. 

2.  7he  Verfion  has  not  the  famous  controverted  Textj  i  John 
V.  7.  The  late  Dutch  editor  has  unfairly  inferted  it  in  the 
text,  though  he  knew  it  was  in  no  manufcript,  and  that  what 
he  inferted  was  only  Tremellius's  tranflation  out  of  Greek". 
As  the  former  verfes,  fo  this  alfo  is  wanting  in  almoft  all  the 
antient  manufcripts,  and  is  not  cited  by  any  of  the  antient 
writers  againft  the  Arians  in  the  fourth  century,  nor  even  in 
die  Council  of  Nice ;  though  fome  fuppofe  it  was  made  ufe 
of  by  Cyprian  before  that  time  ^.  But  this  is  a  well-known 
fubjed.  I  only  infer,  that  the  want  of  this  Text  in  the  very 
oldeft  manufcripts,  proves  the  great  antiquity  of  the  Syriack 
Verfion. 

*  Annot.  in  Joan.  vii.  53.  *  Bez.  loc.  cit. 

^  Comment,  in  Joan.  viii.  apud  ™  Simon,  loc.  cit. 

Simon.  Critic.  Hift.  of  the  N.  Teft.  »  Var.  Lea.  ad  Calc.  Teft.  Sy- 

Par.  1.  c.  13.  riac. 

*  Annot.  in  loc.         '  °  Father  Simon's  Critic.  Hift.  of 

*  V^  Simon,  loc.  cit.  the  New  Teft.  Par.  i.  c.  18. 
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3*  The  old  Sfrtack  Verfion  has  not  in  it  the  four  CathoUck 
Epijilesy  (viz.  the  fecond  of  Peter^  the  fecond  2uid  third  of 
John,  and  the  Epiftle  of  Jude)  nor  the  Revelation.  It  is  true, 
thcfe  are  added  in  the  laft  printed  editions,  as  I  have  obferved 
above,  but  were  wanting  in  the  old  manufcripts,  which  I  take 
to  be  a  very  confiderable  proof  of  the  antiquity  of  the  Verf&on  ^ 
for  their  being  wanting  muft  neceflarily  proceed  from  one  of 
thc^fe  three  caufes,  vix.  either, 

X.)  Becaufe  they  were  not  written,  when  this  Verfion  was 
made;   or, 

2.)  Becaufe  the  knowledge  of  them  vras  not  yet  come  to 
the  Syrian  Churches,  for  vi^om  this  tranflation  was  made; 
or, 

3«)  Mcaufe  they  were  not  yet  univerl^ly  received  into  the 
number  of  Canonical  books., 

Now  whichfoever  of  thefe  be  did,  ^the  antiquity  of  the 
Verfion  will  be  fufficiendy  eftablifhed.  But  the  firft  of  thefe 
feems  moft  probable ;  becaufe,  as  I  ihall  hereafter  (hew,  the 
Churches  of  Syria  did  both  know  and  receive  feveral  of  thefe 
books  at  leaft  as  Canonical  in  the  fecond  ce'ntury,  as  it  is  cer- 
tain they  do  now  f,  though  it  feems  they  are  not  ordinarily 
bound  with  the  others  in  the  fame  volume,  and  read  in  their 
Churches ;  a  very  probable  reafon  ctf  which  the  reader  may  fee 
in  Mr.  Richardfon's  Anfwer  to  Toland's  Amyntor^.  Until 
therefore  any  diing  more  probable  can  be  iaid  on  the  contrary, 
which  I  dare  &y  has  not  yet  been  done,  I  think  it  fair  to 
conclude,  that  the  four  Canonical  Epiftles  abovementioned 
not  being  in  the  old  Syriack  copies  of  the  New  Teftament, 
evidences  this  Verfion  was  made  before  they  were  written* 
This  argument  was  thought  (o  condufive  by  Tremellius  % 
and  our  learned  Biihop  Walton  %  that  from  it  they  were  pcr- 
fuaded  to  believe  this  Verfion  was  made  in  the  Apoftles'  time. 

Thus  have  I  largely  endeavoured  to  evince  the  antiquity 
of  the  Syriack  Verfion ;   from  which  how  evidently  die  truth 

P  So  Guido  Fabritius  affures  us,  *■  Praef,  in  Nov.  Teft*  Syr. 

Piaef.  in  VerC  Lat.  Syr.  TetL  •  Proleg.  in  Bib.  Pofygkittr  xiii. 

•»  Page  18.  §•  15- 
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of  my  PrapoiltiQn  foUows,  everjr  one  muft  fee  at  once :  viz. 
how  much  it  coi^ms  die  Canonical  authority  of  any  book, 
that  it  is  found  there^  and  how  much  it  contributes  towards 
fetdiAg  the  true  niunber  of  Canonical  books. 


CHAP.     XIX. 

Some  Obje^hns  againft  the  Antiquity  of  the  Syriack  Tran/lation 

anfwered. 

IT  may  perhaps  be  judged  neceflary,  that,  before  I  leave 
this  fubjed,  I  fhoidd  give  the  reader  fome  account  of  what 
has  been  iaid  contrary  to  my  hypothefis  of  the  age  of  this  Ver- 
fion;  though  I  proteft  ferioufly,  I  know  not  myfelf,  nor  have 
yet  met  with  any  thing,  that  can  with  any  force  be  objefte^. 
But  to  omit  nothing  in  a  matter  of  fuch  confequence,  I  will 
propofe  all  that  I  know  has  beep,  or  can  be  objefted. 

I.  Hir^  Walter^  a  learned  Bijhop  in  Germany  ^^  though  hi 
aUew  this  Verfion  (what  he  calls  omnem  laudem  antiquitatis) 
the  greatefi  antiquity,  is  afraid  to  fuppofe  it  mdde  either  by  the 
Apofiles,  or  in  their  time^  or  even  in  the  times  immediately  fuc^' 
ceeding  them ;  becaufe,  fays  he,  then  it  would  be  of  divine 
authority. 

But  nothing  can  be  more  weak  than  this ;  for, 
(i.)  //  does  not  at  all  follow^  that  it  muji  be  of  divine  autho^ 
rityj  becaufe  it  was  made  by  fome  honejl  Chriflian  in  their  time ; 
unlefs  we  fUppofe  every  writer  of  their  time  under  the  condu£i: 
of  infpiration :  much  lefs  does  it  follow,  that  it  muft  be  di- 
vine, becaufe  it  was  wrote  by  a  perfon  immediately  after  their 
time  i  for  if  fo,  then  the  writings  of  Papias,  one  of  the  weakeft 
of  authors,  the  writings  attributed  to  Ignatius,  Clemens,  or 
any  one,  who  had  the  good  fortune  to  be  born  then,  muft 
have  been  divine.    But, 
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(2.)  If  there  were  arguments  fiif&cient  to  prove  it  made  bj 
the  Apoftles,  which  is  fuppofed  in  his  reafoning,  /  eamtst  fie 
N  tUsfiauld  be  any  nafin  frr  scrr  not  hdieoing  it  to  he  fo\  viz. 
becaufe  then  it  would  have  divine  authority;  for  by  ^e  fame 
reafon  we  may  reje£l  any  one  of  thofe  books,  which  are  cer- 
t^ly  known  to  be  theirs« 

2*  He  farther  urges j  that  it  is  not  mentioned  by  Clemens 
Alexandrinusy  Origen^  EufibiuSy  AthanaJheSj  Theopbilus^  Epi^ 
phaniusy  Jerome^  Q^^A  Tbeodoret^^c,  ^bo  wrote  in  Syria 
or  Egypt.  To  which  it  will  be  fufficient  to  anfwer,  that 
moft  of  them,  if  not  all,  were  ignorant  of  the  language,  and 
fo  could  not  cite  it,  or  had  no  occafion  to  cite  it ;  which  I 
may  fafely.  aflert^  till  it  is  proved  that  they  had.  But,  if  my 
memory  do  not  fail  me,  Bilhop  Walton,  in  his  XIII.  Prole- 
gom.  bdfore  the  Polyglot,  (hews,  that  Chryfoftom  did  cite  it 
in  his  Homily  on  Heb.  xiii. 

3.  AIn  Du  Pinfuppofes  it  made  in  the  fifth  or  fixtb  century^ 
becaufe  of  the  addition  to  the  Lord's  Prayer^  viz.  the  Doxolo^ 
gyj  and  the  word  Euchari/l  is  put  there  infiead  of  Bready  wbicby 
fays  he,  does  not  favour  much  of  antiquity  \  The  firft  of  thefe 
(hall  be  confidered  prefently  ^  the  laft  of  thefe  objediions,  viz* 
about  the  word  Eucharifl^  Is  founded  upon  a  very  great  mii^ 
take,  which  one  would  wonder  fo  great  a  mafter  of  antiquity 
ihould  be  found  guilty  of;  for,  to  mention  no  others,  I  have 
obferved  the  word  Ev^^uftr^^  feveral  times  in  this  fenfe  in  no 
later  a  writer  than  Juftin  Martyr ',  who,  as  has  been  proved, 
lived  very  near  the  Apoftles'  time.  Nor  indeed  is  it  at  all 
ftrange  the  word  fhould  have  been  thus  early  ufed,  when  We 
confider,  that  the  original  of  it  was  the  Apoftles'  ufing  the 
verb  Evx^f^rtu  to  denote  our  Lord's  action  in  celebrating  this 
ordinance  ^./ 

4.  Grotius*  (as  well  as  Du  Pin)  imagines  this  Fer/ion 
made  after  the  ufe  of  Liturgies  came  into  the  Church  j   becaufe 

**  Htft.  of  the  Canon  of  the  New  261. 

Teft.  c.  4.  5.  2.  ^  SeeMatt.  xxvLij.  Luk.xxii. 

"  Apol.  %.  pr«  Chri{|.  p.  97, 98.  19. 

&  Dialog,  cum  Tryph.  Jud.  p.  260,  *  Annot,  in  Matt.  vi.  13. 

in 
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in  itj  9t'thi  end  rftbt  Ltrtts  Prayer^  we  nod  thi  Dixologj^j 
-For  thine  is  the  kingdom,  and  the  power,  and  the  glory,  for 
evers  wbUby  n§t  being  t§  befeund  in  the  meft  amient  Grak 
eefies^  tbey  conclude  was  fut  into  tbem  after  the  ufe  of  Litur^' 
gieSj  and  this  Verfien  made  out  offueh  a  copy. 

This  objedion,  I  confels,  appears  very  plaufible  \  but 
-die  force  of  it  unll  be  eafily  taken  away,  if  it  appear, 

{u)  That  the  Doxdogy  is  as  old  as  the  Prayer  itfelf. 

(2.)  If  we  confider,  that  we  may  as  eaiily  fuppofe  this  paf- 
iag^  if  it  be  at  all  an  interpolation,  inferted  into  the  Syriack 
.  Veffion,  as  iato  die  Greek  copies. 

(t.)  The  Doxohgj  fums  tt  be  as  old  as  the  Prayer  itfelf: 
for, 

I.)  It  is  certainly  in  the  bejl^  mojl  antientj  andalmoft  all  the 
Greek  manufcripts  in  the  world.  Erafmus,  though  he  difputes 
againft  the  paflage^,  acknowledges  he  found  it  in  all  the 
Greek  copies :  and  BrugenHs  aflures  us,  it  was  extant  in  allj 
except  one  manufcript  at  Paris  '• 

2.)  Chryfojtomy  Euthynuus^  TbeopbylaSi^  and  others  of  the 
Greek  Fathers  f  read  the  pajfage^.  ' 

^)  It  appears  manifeflly  cited  by  Qemens  Romanus  twice^  in 
the  end  ofhisfirji  Epijile  to  the  Corinthians'". 

4«)  The  genuinenefs  of  the  pajfage  Jeems  to  me  fully  demon-- 
ftrated  by  that  excellent  obfervation  of  the  moft  ingenious  and 
truly  learned  Mr.  Gregory  ^y  out  rf  Lucian*s  Philopatris. 
That  merry  writer  having  been  ridiculing,  according  to  his 
cuftom,  the  Chriftian  Religion  and  dodrines  (particularly 
the  do£brine  of  the  Trinity,  that  three  Jhoald  be  one^  and  one 
three^  Cffr.)  in  the  end  of  the  dialogue  has  thefe  words :  Say 
no  more  ofthofe  people j  but  begin  your  prayer  with  [the  word] 
'.Father J  and  end  it  with  the  famous  Hymn  <•    By  this  it  is  evi- 

*  Matt.  vi.  13.  aux  Corinthiens.    Le  Gere  in  N. 

^  Annot.  in'loc.  Teft.  Gallic,  ad  loc. 

•    '  Ajnid  Olaff.  PhHol.  Sacr.  1. 1.  'Sec  his  Works,  c.  38. 

Txafi.  1.^.1.  «   "ilrt  iota-09  WTd^,  inp  nJ;^» 

olan.  loc.cit*  'dvo  IlAT^f  d^iaifMivoq  use)  rn*  «o- 

«  On voit  dc  femblables  Doxolo-  XvtiwfMP  u^y  tU  Ti^of  iff»Si4.   Lu- 

gits  dans  I'Epitre  de  Samt  Ckrment  cian.  Philopatr.  juxt.  finem. 

I  2  dent 
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dent  he  tnuft  intend  what  we  call  the  Lord'i  Prajrer  ^  and  if 
fo,.  tfa^n  the  pn^iwft^  fSi  can  m^an  nodiing  but  the  Doxo- 
logy>  and  if  fo,  the  teftimony  is  beyond  exeef&QO,  that  die 
daulib  was  annexed  to  the  Prayer  in  Trajan's^  or  at  kaft 
Marcus  Antoninus's  time. 

5.)  It  is  farther  urged  by  the  hmc  inconpanible  Mr.  Gre^ 
gory,  that  our  Lord  gathered  his  Form  ff  Prayer  oat  of  the 
tradition  of  the  Elders^  1.  e*  the  Jewi/b  frayen^  atid  that 
this  Doxology  was  among  them*  This  be  proves,  by  producing 
the  Jewiih  prayers  at  length  out  of  their  books,  which  is 
more  fully  done  by  Dr.  Lightfoot^,  Drufius^  and  CapeUus^ 
Now  hence  it  follows,  the  Doxology  muft  be  as  old  as  the 
Prayer ;  though  I  muft  own,  I  am  apt  to  fufped,  that  though 
the  words  of  our  Lord's  Prayer  are  in  the  Jewifh  Euchologies, 
yet  that  thefe  were  taken  from  the  Chriftians,  rather  than  die 
contrary.  Neverthelefs,  they  are  of  antiquity  fufficient  to 
prove  die  point  in  hand. 

I  cannot  therefore  but  blame  die  raflinefs  of  Erafinus ', 
Beza  ^iyxA  others,  who  have  upon  flight  grounds  juftled  this 
pafTage  out  of  Scripture,  and  reckoned  it  a  trifling  addition  to 
the  texty  as  Erafmus  in  fo  many  words  calls  it.  All  that  I 
know  can  be  objected  is,  that  it  is  not  at  the  end  of  this  Prayer 
in  Luke^  nor  in  the  oldeft  Latin  copies^  nor  cited  by  the  Latin 
Fathers  \  foranfwer  to  which  I  (hall  only  refer  the  reader  to 
what  is  above  laid,  to  Glaffius's  Difiertatton  on  diis  fubjeS*^ 
•  and  Dr.  Whitby's  Examen  of  Dr.  Mills'  Various  Ledions^ 

I  conclude  then,  that  this  Doxology  being  as  old  as  the 
Prayer  itfelf,  can  be  no  argument  againft  the  antiquity  of  the 
Sjrriack  Verfion.     But, 

(2.)  Suppofe  the  Doxology  really  an  interpolation  into  the 
Greek  copies,  and  not  originally,  a  part  of  the  Prayor  itfelf, 
the  antiquity  of  the  Syriack  Verfion  will  not  he  at  all  hurt  hereby  • 
It  is  true,  the  Liturgies  and  Forms  of  prayer,  as  this  ob- 
jedion  of  Grotius,  Du  Pin,  and,  as  I  fimi  iince,  of  Dr«  Mills, 

**  Hor.  Heb.  inMatt.vi.  7«— 15.  ■"  Loc.  jamclt. 

»  Prxteiit.  in  loc.  »  Philol.Socr. 

^  Spiciltrg.  in  loc.  *  Lib.  2.  cap.  j.  §•  i. 
^  Ajmou  in  loc. 

fuppofcs, 
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fappofes,  wcr«  of  late  ufe  in  the  Church  ;  anj  if  the  S yriack 
traoflation  was  made  after  thefc,  I  am  ready  to  grant,  what 
thefe  g^itlemen  contend  for,  that  it  was  not  made  near  the 
Apoftfes'  time.  But  let  the  ufe  of  Liturgies  be  as  late  as  they 
pleafe,  and  the  interpolation  of  tjie  Doxology  even  after  them ; 
yet,  I  lay,  it  doe^  not  follow,  that  the  Syriack  Verfion  was 
made  after,  becaufe  we  may  as  well  fuppofe  an  interpolation  of 
the  Syriack^  as  the  Greek  text^  I  have  the  pleafure  in  this 
thoi^ht  to  jpin  with  Father  3imon  ^,  who  well  argues  thus : 
No  argument^  lays  he,  ean  be  weaker  than  this  is  againfi  the 
antiquity  9fthe  Syriack  Ferfion.  If  this  addition  was  inferted. 
into  the  Qreek  copies^  why  may  not  the  fame  thing  be  affirmed 
of  the  Syriack  Verfion^  which  might  be  revifed  or  altered  in  that 
place  xofifotmaiUtfi  the  Greek  copies ;  efpeciallyftnce  the  Syrian 
Churches  had  their  Liturgies  from  the  Greeks? 

Thus  does  not  thii  objeSion  anyway  detraft  from  the  an- 
ti<)ui^  of  the  Syriack  Verfion,  nor  contradict:  the  truth  of 
my  hypodiefis,  diat  it  was  made  in  or  near  the  Apoftles* 
time ;  of  which  I  fhall  fay  now  no  more,  but  leave  the  fulge£t 
widi  otic  or  two,  which  feem  to  me  important,  Corollaries. 

CoroU.  I*  The  antiquity  of  the  Syriack  Verfion  wonderfully 
confirms  the  purity  and  incorrupt  ion  of  the  printed  copies  of  the 
New  Tejlament*  The  conne£tion  of  this  is  the  agreement 
there  is  between  them  both ;  and  this  is  not  only  very  great, 
but  even  furprifing  to  one  who  confiders,  that  our  preient 
Greek  was  compiled  according  to  the  judgment  and  difcre- 
tion  of  one  fingle  perfon,  out  of  a  great  number  of  differing 
manufcripts.  That  there  is  fuch  an  agreement,  I  aver  upon 
a  long  and  clofe  obfervation.  Now  that  this  agreement 
(hould  be,  and  the  places  in  which  they  agree  be  corrupted,  is 
the  moft  abfurd  fuppoiition  imaginable.  Each  muft  prove 
the  other  to  be  genuine ;  unlefs  we  can  fuppofe  a  combination 
in  the  Churches  of  the  Eaft  and  Weft  to  corrupt  their  copies, 
in  the  fame  places,  without  any  reafon  in  the  world. 

»  Critic,  Hift.  N.Teft.  Par.  I.  c.  ij. 
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CoroU.  II.  The  Syriack  Ferfion  is  efvery  great  fervice  in 
explaining  many  pajfages  in  the  New  Teftament.  He  who  will 
confider,  that  this  was  the  language,  which  our  Saviour  and 
his  Apoftles  fpake  to  each  other,  the  idiom  of  which  is  pre- 
ferved  in  the  (acred  writings ;  he  who  believes  diis  interpre- 
ter to  have  lived  among  thofe  who  fpake  this  language,  and 
to  have  known  himfelf  the  cuftoms  referted  to  in  our  Saviour's 
and  his  Apoftles'  difcourfes,  muft  needs  conclude  him  a  very 
good  guide  in  the  explication  of  them.  1  will  not  produce 
any  inftances  here,  it  being  not  direftly  to  my  purpoTe;  but 
do  venture  to  fay,  that  very  many  of  the  moft  obfcure  places 
in  the  New  Teftament  are  in  this  Verfion,  by  the  (kill  of  Ae 
tranflator,  and  the  idiom  of  the  language,  happily  explained ; 
and  (b  explained,  as  perhaps  there  was  no  other  way  of  com- 
ing at  the  true  meaning  of  the  text.  This  is  commonly  ob- 
ferved,  and  many  inftances  of  it  are  produced  by  Martioi  and 
others  ;  and  many  more  may  be  found  in  the  writings  of  Ca- 
faubon.  Fuller,  Spanheim  the  elder,  De  Dieu,  and  odters. 
I  wifli  this  may  be -thought  by  4iny  one  an  argument  to  incite 
him  to  the  ftudy  of  this  language,  and  the  New  Te^ment 
in  it. 
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CHAP.    XX. 

An  Alfhaheiical  Table  of  all  the  Jpecryphal  Pieces  not  extant. 

HAVING  above  produced  die  names  of  all  the  books, 
diattnay  ieem  to  lay  ai^  claim  to  Canonical  authority, 
and  which  are  now  not  extant,  I  ihall  finifli  this  part  with  an 
alphabetical  table  of  the  fame,  with  the  feveral  places  where 
they  are  tbentioned^  that  fo  the  reader  may  at  one  view,  and 
with  more  eafe»  fee  how  great  their  number,  is,  and  how  fre- 
quendy  they  are  mentioned  by  the  antient  writers  of  Chrifti- 

anity*( 

A. 

■ 

I.  The  Ads  of  Andrew.  £ufei.  Hifl.  EccL  I.  3.  c.  25. 
PhUifftr*  HmeJ.  %'j.  Epiphan.  Haref  47.  §.  i*  Haref  6i. 
§•  i«  &  Hmref.  63.  §*  a.   Gelaf.  in  DecreU  * 

a.  Books  undi&r  the  name  of  Andrew*  Auguft.  contn  Ad^ 
"uerfan  .Lttg^  &  Prophet,  /.  i.  c*  zo.  et  InmcenU  L  Epiji*  3« 
ad  Exuper,  Tbolof.  Epifc.  §»  y, 

3.  The  Gofpel  of  Andrew.     Gelaf  in  Decret, 

A  Gofpel  under  the  name  of  Apelles.  Hieron.  Prafat.  in 
Comment,  in  Matth.  s 

The  Gofpel  according  to  the  Twelve  Apoftles.  Origen, 
HomiL  in  Luc.  u  i.  Ambrof  Comment,  in  Luc^  i.  1.  et  Hierori* 
Prafat.  in  Comment,  in  Matth. 

B. 

The  Gofpel  of  Barnabas*     Gelaf,  in  Decret. 

I.  The  Writings  of  Bartholonicw  the  Apoftle.  Dionyf. 
Areopagit.  de  Theol.  Myft.  c.  i.  . 

1.  The  Gofpel  of  Bartholomew.  Hieron.  CataL  Script. 
Ecclef.  in  Pantan.  isT  Prafat.  in  Comm.  in  Matth.  Gelaf  in 
Decret. 

The  Gofpel  of  Bafilides.  Orig.  in  Luc.  i.  i.  Ambrof.  in 
hue,  \.  1,  Hieron.  Prafat.  in  Comm.  in  Mattb. 

*  Apud  Concil.  Sanft.  Tom:  4.  p.  1260. 
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X.  The  Gofpel  of  Cerinthus,     Epiphan.  Haref.  51.  §.  7. 

2.  The  Revelation  of  Cerinthus,  Caius  Prefix  Rem*  UK 
pifpuU  apud  Euftb.  HiJi.'EccL  /•  3.  r.  28. 

I.  An  Epiftle  of  Chrift  to  Peter  and  Paul.  Auguji.  di 
Confenf^  Evang,  A  i.  c.  9,  lO.  ^ 

7,.  Some  other  Books  under  the  name  of  Chrift.  IHJ.  c.  3. 

3.  An  Epiftle  of  Chrift,  produced  by  the  Mamchees. 
Augu/l,  confr*  Faitft.  L  28.  c*  4. 

4.  A  Hymn,  which  Chrift  taught  his  Difciples.     EpiJI. 

ad  CereU  Epifi. 

E. 

The  Gofpel  according  to  the  Egyptians.  Qem*  Alex. 
Strom.  L  3.  p.  452,  465.  Origen.  in  Luc.  u  i.  Hieron. 
.  Pro:/,  in  Comm.  in  Matth.  Epipban,  Haref*  j52.  §*  2.  " 

The  Ads  of  th^  Apoftles,  made  ufe  of  by  the  Ebionites. 
Epiphan*  Haref.  30.   §.  16. 

The  Gofpel  of  the  Ebionites.     Epipban^  Haref.  3©.  §.13. 

The  Gofpel  of  the  Encratitds.     Epipban.  Haref  46.  ^  1. 

The  Gofpel  of  Eve.    Epipban.  H^enji  26,  §.  2. 

H. 

The  Gofpel  according  to  the  Hebrews.  Htgejipp.  lih. 
Comment i  apud  Eufeb.  Hijt.  E'ccl,  L  4.  c.  22.  Clem.  Alex. 
Strom.  L  2.  p*  38a.  Origen.  Tra£i.  8.  in  Matth.  xix.  19. 
far  lib.  2.  in  Joan.  p.  58.  Eufeb.  Hijt.  Eccl.  I.  3.  c.  25,  27, 
et  39.    Jerome  in  many  places,  as  above. 

The  Book  of  the  Helkefaites.    Eufeb.  Hi/.  Eccl.  I.  6. 

€.  38.  ' 

The  falfe  Gofpels  of  Hefychius.  HierotK  Prafat.  in 
Evang.  ad  Damaf.    Gelaf.  in  Decret. 

J. 

1,  The  Book  of  James.     Origen.  Comm.  in  Mattb.  xiii. 

55>  56- 

2.  Books  forged  and  publtfhed  under  the  name  of  James. 
Epipban.  Haref.  30.  §.  23.   Innocent.  I.   EpiJl.  3.  ad  Exuper. 
Tholofi  Epifc.  §.  7. 

I.  The 


1.  The  Aa$  of  John.  EufiL  Htfl.  Eccl  I.  3.  c.  25. 
Jtbanafin  Syncpf.  §•  76.  Phiiafir.  Haref.  87.  Epipban. 
Haref.  47.  §•  i.    Augiji^  cpntr.  Jdvirf  Leg.  L  i.e.  ao« 

!•  Books  under  the  name  of  John*  Epiphan*  Haref.  30. 
$•  23.  /^  Inmctnt.  L  ibid. 

A  Go^l  under  the  name  of  Jade.    Epipban.  Haref.  38. 

§.  I. 

A  Gofpel  under  the  name  of  Judas  Ifcarlot*  Inn*  adverf. 
Haref.  1. 1.  £.  35* 

The  A£b  al  die  Apoftles  by  Leucius.  Auguji.  lib.  di 
Fide  contr.  Manicb.  c,  38. 

The  A£ls  of  the  Apoftles  by  Lentidus.  Augujl.  de  Mi* 
cum  Faslic.  Manicb.  L  2*  .r«  6. 

The  Ads  under  the  Apoftles'  name  by  Leontius.  Jugup. 
di  Fide  contr.  Manicb.  c.  5. 

The  Ads  of  the  Apoftles  by  Leuthon.  Hieron.'  fifi/f.  ad 
Cbromat.  &  Heliador. 

The  Books  of  Lentidus.    Gelaf.  in  Decret. 

The  falfe  Gofpels,  publiihed  by  Lucianus.  Hienn^ 
Prafat,  in  Evang.  ad  Damaf. 

M 

Books  under  the  name  of  Matdiew.  Epipban.  Haref  30. 
§.23- 

1.  The  Gofpel  of  Matthias.  Orig.  Comm.  in  Luc.  i.  i. 
Eufeb.  Hijt.  Eccl.  I.  3.  €•  25.  Ambrof  in  Luc.  i.  i.  Micron* 
Prafat.  in  Comment,  in  Mattb. 

2.  The  Tradidons  of  Matthias.  C3im%  Alex.  Strom.  I.  a. 
p.  380.  /.  3.  p.  436.  (J  Lj.p.  748. 

3*  A  Book  under  the  name  of  Matdiias.    Innocent  /•  ihid. 

The  A£ts  of  the  Apoftles  ufed  by  the  Manichees.  Augu/f. 
lib.  cont.  Adimant.  Manicb.  c.  17. 

The  Gofpel  of  Marcion>  Tertull.  adv»  Marcion.  lib.  4. 
^.  2.  &  4*  Epipban.  Haref.  42.  Procem. 

The  Gofpel  of  Merintfaus*    Epipban.  Haref  51.  §.  7.  . 
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*    The  Goipel  according  to  the  Nazarenes.    See  above  con* 
cerning  the  Gofpel  accorcKng  to  the  Hebrews^ 

P. 

The  Gofpel  of  Pcrfc6lion,     Epiphan.  Haref,  26.  §.  a. 

1.  The  Afts  of  Paul  and  Thecla.  TertuU.  de  Baptifm. 
c.  17.     Huron.  CataL  Script,.  Eccl.  in  Luc.   GelaJ.  in  Secret. 

2.  The  Afts  of  Paul,  Orig.  de  Princip.  L  x.  c.  z,  5sf 
lib.  21.  in  Joan.  Tom.  2. p.  298*  Eufib,  litjt.  EccL  t.  ^.  c.  3. 
£!f  25.  Philaftr.  Haref.  87. 

3.  The  Preaching  of  Paul  (and  Peter.^  LaHant.  de  Vev. 
Sap,  /.  4.  c.  21.  Script,  anonym,  dd  calcem  0pp.  Cypr,  and, 
according  to  fome,  Clem,  Alex,   Strom,  I,  6.  p.  636. 

4.  A  Book  under  the  name  of  Paul.     Cyprian.  Epi/t.  27. 

5.  The  Revelation  of  Paul.  Epiphan.  Haref.  38.  ^.  2. 
Auguft.  TraSf.  q8.  in  Joann.  in  fin,  Gelaf.  in  Decret. 

1,  The  Adh  of  Peter.  Eufeb.  Hijl.  Eccl.  t.  3.  c.  3. 
Jtthanaf,  inSynopf.  S.  S^riptur,  §.  76.  Phtlajlr.  Haref.  87. 
Hieran.  Catal,  Script.  Eccl.  in  Petr.    Epiphan.  Haref.  30. 

2.  The  DoSrine  of  Peter.  Orig.  Phoem.  in  libr.  de 
Princip. 

3..  The  Goipel  of  Peter.  Scrap,  lib.  de  Evang.  Petri 
apud  Eufeb.  H'l/i.  Eccl.  I.  6.  c.  12.  TertuU.  adv.  Marc,  l.^ 
c.  5,  Orig.  Comment,  in  Matt,  xiii.  55,  56.  Tom.  I.  p.  223. 
Eufeb.  Hiji.  Eccl.  I  3.  c.  3.  &f  25.  Hi^f'on!  Catal.  Script. 
Ecchfin  Petf. 

4.  The  Judgment  of  Petei*.  Rufftfi:  Expofit.  in  Symbol. 
Apofld.   §.  36.    Hieron.  Qital.  Script,  Ecclef.  in  Petr, 

5.  The  Preaching  of  Peter.  Heracl.  apud  Ori^,  I,  14. 
in  Joitn.  Clem.  Atex.  Strom.  I.  1.  p.  357.  /.  i.  p,  390.  /.  6. 
P'  ^35*  636,  far  678.  Theodot.  Byzant.  in  Excerpt,  p.  809, 
adcaU,  0pp.  CUm.  Alex,  LdSla'nt.  de  Vef.  Sap.  i  4-  c.2i: 
Sufeb:  HiJl.  Ecclef  I.  3.  c.  3.  '  et  HiefoH.  Catal.  Script. 
Ecclef.  in  Petr. 

6;  The  Revelation  of  Peter.  Oem.  Ate)^,  lib.  Hypotypof 
apud  Eufb,   Hijl.    Eccl.  I.  6.   c.  14.     Theodot.  Byzant.   in 

Excerpt. 
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Excerpt,  p,  806,807.  adcalc.  0pp.  Qem.  Alex.   Eufeb.Htft. 
EccL  I.  3.  c.  3.  fcf  25.  Hieren.  CataL  Script.  EccL  in  Petr. 
7.  Books  under  the  name  of  Peter.     Innocent.  I.  Epiji.  3. 
ad  Exuper.  Tholof.  Epifc.  §.  7. 

1.  The  A<£te  of  Philip.     Gelaf.  in  Decret. 

2.  The  Gofpel  of  Philip.     Epipban.  Haref.^b.  %.  13. 

S. 

The  Gofpel  of  Scythianus.  CyrilL  Catecb.  VL  §«  22* 
&  Epipban.  Haref.  66.  §.  2. 

The  A£b  of  the  Apoftles  by  Seleucus.  Hierwt.  Epift*  ad 
Cbromat.  &  HeHodor. 

The  Revelation  of  Stephen.     Gelaf.  in  Decret. 

T. 

The  Gofpel  of  Tatian.     Eufeh.  Hift.  EccL  L  4.  c.  29. 

The  Golpel  of  Thaddseus.     Gelaf.  in  Decret. 

The  Catholick  Epiftle  of  Themifon.  ApoUon.  lib.  cent. 
Catapbryg.  apud  Eufeb.  Hiji.  EccL  L  5.  c.  i8. 

The  Gc^pel  of  Truth.    If  en.  adv.  Haref  /.  3.  c.  x  X. 

I.  The  Ads  of  Thomas.  Epipban.  Haref  47.  §.  i.  f^T 
6 1.  §•  I.  Athanaf  in  Synopf.  S.  Script.  §•  76.  &  Gelaf.  in 
Decret. 

1.  l*he  Gofpel  of  Thomas.  Orig.  in  Luc.  i.  i.  Eufeb. 
Hijl.  EccL  L  3.  c.  25.  OyrilL  Catecb.  IV.  §.  36.  et  Catecb. 
VL  §•  31.  Ambrof,  in  Luc.  \.  i,  Athan.  in  Synopf.  S.  Script. 
§.  76.  Hieron.  Prof,  in  Comment,  in  Matth.  Gelaf.  in 
Decret. 

3.  The  Revelation  of  Thomas.     Gelqf.  in  Decret. 

4.  Books  under  the  name  of  Thomas.  Innocent.  I.  EpiJi.  3. 
ad  Exuper.  Thobf.  Epifc.  §.  7. 

V. 

The  Gofpel  of  Valentinus.  TertulL  de  Prafcript.  adv. 
Haret.  c.  49. 
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P  A  R  T    II. 

C  H  A  P.    I. 

Tbi  Defign  of  the  Sewtd  Part.    Som  general  Obfervaticnt 
pfemfeiL    That  feveral  Titles  were  given  formerly  to  &ng 
Boot,    That  fever al  of  the  Apocryphal  Books  were  made  out., 
ofourprefent  Canonical  Books.    That  no  Apocryphal  Books 
have  been  ever  appealed  to  by  the  Chriftians  as  of  Authority^ 

HAVING,  in  the  preceding  Part  of  this  volume,  endea-. 
voured  to  make  a  complete  enumeration  of  all  the  loji 
Apocryphal  books  of  the  New  Tefiament^  and  laid  down  feveral 
Propofetionsy  by  which  they  may  be  diftinguiflied  from  thofe^ 
which  are  truly  Canonical  \  I  proceed  in  this  Part  to  make  a 
particular  and  critical  enquiry  into  each  of  thefe  baoksy  and,'  by 
an  application  of  the  abovementioned  rules,  to  demonftrate, 
that  710  one  of  them  ever  was^  or  ought '  to  be^  reputed  of  the 

Canon  i 
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fSaim%  withal  producing  ivery  fragnutUj  and  every  thing  ^ 
that  is /aid  concerning  them  by  any  Chrijiian  writer^  wr  writers 
•f  the  firji four  centuries  after  Chrijl. 

But^  before  I  enter  upon  this  work,  I  think  it  neceflary  to 
premife  a  few  Obferyation4>  which  maybe  fervkeable  to  give 
light  to  the  whole;  viz. 

OBSERV.    I. 

Thatfeveral  of  the  different  Titles  in  the  preceding  Catahgue  of 
loft  Books  J  belonged  to  one  and  the  fame  Book. 

So  it  frequently  happened,  diat  many  of  thofe  pieces  which 
appear  either  to  have  been  emirely  the  fame,  or  very  little  dif- 
ferent, paiTed  under  two,  or  three,  or  more  different  denomi- 
nations* Thus  the  Gojpel  according  to  the  Hebrews j  the  Gof 
,  pel  according  to  the  Nazarenes^  the  Gofpelofthe  EbioniteSy  the 
Gofpel  according  to  the  Twelve  Apoftles^  the  Gofpel  of  Cerintbus^ 
the  Gojpel  of  BarthoknuWy  feem  to  have  been  the  difierent 
names  of  the  feme  Hebrew  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew,  in  ibme 
places  perhaps  altered  and  interpolated.  So  alfo  the  A&s  under 
the  titles  of  Leucius<^  Lentitiusj  Leontiusy  Leuthon^  SeUucus^ 
the  JUs  of  the  Apofttes  made  ufe  of  by  the  Manicheesy  and 
feyeral  other  tides,  denoted  only  one  fpurious  book,  which  was 
the  forgery  of  Leucius  Charinus.  In  like  manner,  the  Re- 
if elation  and  Anabaticon  of  Patd  were  one  book ;  the  Preach^ 
rng  of  Peter  and  Paul  one  book,  and  the  fame  with  the  Doc^ 
trine  of  Peter  and  feveral  others. 

Nor  can  it  be  thought  ftrange,  that  this  variety  of  denomi- 
nations (hould  have  happened  to  thofe  books ;  fuice  we  find 
the  very  fame  thing  to  have  happened  to  fome  of  thofe  books, 
which  are  now  received  Into  the  Canon  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment.  The  Gojpely  for  inftance,  which  now  goes  under  the 
name  of  Marky  was  formerly  afcribed  to  Peter y  and  called  hisy 
as  we  are  informed  both  by  Tertullian  *  and  Jerome  **.     And 

^  *  EYaHgtUum  quod  Msorcus  edi-  qui  auditor  Petri  et  interpres  fbit» 

dity  Petri  affirmatur.  Adv.  Marcion.  bujus  dicitur.  Catal.  Script.  Ecdel. 

1.  4.  c.  5*  in  Petr.     See  below^  chap.  xxxi. 

'«**  EvangiUupi    juxta  'MarctiMn>  W'  L. 

.  .     ^.li  the 


{he  GoJ^I  which  we  now  call  9l.  Luie^Sj  firmer fy  wUtt  under 
the  name  rf  8t.  PauU  as  we  are  cxprcfsly  ^(Ttirccl  by  the  for- 
mer iiS  thofe  antient  writers  %  infomuch  that  it  was  a  prevail* 
ing  ofnnion  among  the  primitive  Chriftians,  dttc  when  St. 
Paul  in  his  Efriftles  expreSes  himfelf  thuS)  According  te  my 
Go^ely  which  he  feveral  tinted  doth  ^  he  meant  die  GoQ^el  of 
St.  Luke.     So  Eufebius  %  Jerome  ^  and  others. 

If  it  be  enquired,  whence  this  variety  of  denominations  pro* 
ceeded,  I  affign  the  fdlowing  reafonsj  vie. 

1.  Ihe  uncertainty  perfons  were  under  as  te  the  author  efthe 
boot.  This  feems  to  have  been  the  cafe  in  refpe£t  of  the  va- 
rious titles  of  Luke  and  Mark's  Gofpels. 

2.  The  various  denominations  of  the  heretics^  who  made  ufe 
of  the  iame  book,  occafioned  its  having  a  different  title*  For 
inflance,  hence  it  came  to  paft  that  the  Hebrew  Gofpel  wa^ 
fometimes  called  the  Gofpel  of  the  NazareneSy  and  fomcttmes 
the  Gofpel  of  the  EUonites :  And, 

3.  Bicatife  it  was  not  cujlomaryfor  the  authors  of  thofe  times 
to  affix  titles  to  their  works  \  and  fo  their  works  being  dif* 
perfed  into  different  countries,  fome  made  ufe  of  one  denomi* 
nation,  which  they  thought  moft  fuitable  to  the  defign  of  the 
book,  others  of  another.  Thus,  for  inftance,  the  book  which 
was  by  fome  called  the  Preachings  i.  #.  Sermons^  of  Peter^ 
was  by  others  called  the  Do£lrine  of  Peter. 

O  B  S  E  R  V.    IL 

Several  of  the  Books  of  the  Catalogue  apere  compiled  out  of  thofe 
Books  which  are  now  received  into  the  Canon  of  the  New  T^/^ 
tamentm 

IT  a4>peared  to  the  heretics  of  thofe  times  a  very  probable^  . 
as  indeed  in  the  event  it  proved  a  very  fuccefsful,  method^ 

*  Tcrtiill.loc.jamcit.  rl  ntufyif^if  f^w.    Hift.  Eccl.  I.  3- 

*  Rom.  ii.   16.-   xvi.   25.     Sec      c.  4. 

alfoGal.i.  8.  iThcff.ii.  14.  ^  '  Qnidam    fufpicantur    quoticf- 

^ao^  )i.  ig  eifct  t»  x«S'  «uto»  cunque  in  tpUlolas  fuU  Pouhw  didtt, 

(Lucam)   ivayfouu  f  fAmifMnvuf  •  juxta  C'uangelium  nuum^^lMcwi 

UavXof  ««$«,  6«n9»»x«  ««  Vifl  l^v  fignificare  voluminc.  Catal.  Script. 

to 


to  propagate  tiieir  fevourite  notions  under  tbe  name  of  ^»ne 
ApofUe  i  thi$9  tb^  law,  wotdd  procure  diem  much  greater 
Kgard  aod  efteem,  and  this  gave  birth  to  moft  of  Ihefe  Apo« 
cryphal  compoTures*  But  diot^  fome  of  tbem  boldly  ven- 
tured to  pr^x  the  Apoftles'  names  to  tbat  which  was  mtirelf 
their  0wn  ctmpBptrt^  others  more  art&iUy  mixed  thihrwn  and 
jome  Jpo/lleU  writings  tegetber^  relsuning  ojflj  fo  mudrof  his 
writing,  9$  would  enable  them  vnth  the  greater  confidence  to 
tmpofe  their  fpurious  jHece  upon  the  world,  as  really  bis* 
Thus  did  the  Naaarenes,  Marcion,  Hefychius,  Lucianus,  zfA 


O  B  S  E  R  V.   in. 


M  Chrjflian  fFriter  bath  appealed  tp^  cr  piade  etfk  rfoMj  9f 
ibe  Bcoks  of  the  prece(U$ig  Catalogue  (i^  e*  rftbe  Iqji  J^rj^ 
phal  Books  of  the  New  Tefiament)  asofoKj  Jutharitj. 

ALTHOUGH  the  proof  of  this  Propofition  be  die 
main  buftnefs  of  the  fubfequent  Part  of  this  volume,  yet 
I  thought  it  neceffary  to  prcmik  fome  general  account  of  iins 
matter  here^  becaufe  the  main  of  the  controVerfy  about  the 
Canon  of  the  New  TeAament  docs  certainly  depend  upon 
this  queftion,  viz.  fPT?at  thofe  books  are^  which  the  primitive 
writers  of  Chriftianity  appealed  tOj  as  facredy  in  their  writings^ 
or  after  what  manner  they  appealed  to  them  ?  Mr.  Dodwell, 
Mr.  Toland,  and  others,  who  ^ave  attempted  to  make  the 
Canon  of  Scripture  precarious  and  uncertain,  principally  in- 
fill: upon  this,  That  the  prefent  books  of  the  Canon  and  others 
are  indifferently  and  promifcuoujly  cited  and  appealed  to  in 
the  mofi  ancient  records  of  the  Chrifiian  RxUgism^  And  inaf- 
much  as  feveral  learned  men  have  too  unguardedly  dropt  ex- 
preffions  of  the  like  nature,  I  thought  it  not  improper  to  give 
the  reader  here  the  following  general  account  of  the  manner^ 
in  which  thefe  books  are  cited.     I  aflcrt  then, 

I.  That  J  for  the  miofi  part^  the  Apocryphal  iooks  al^emen^ 
tioned  are  exprefsly^  and  info  many  wordsy  re/tSfed  by  thofe  who 
have  mentioned  them^  as  the  forgeries  of  heretics y  and  fi  as 

fpurious 


J^9a^mt  md  J^9cr^i0l.  This  I  aflcrt  (upoo  die  clofeft  and 
naft  iai|ttrtial  eaquiry  into  all  tbe  places  of  their  writii^9 
ivfaere  any  fof  tbem  are  named)  to  be  true  as  to  almoft  everjT 
individual  book» 

ft.  Wlien  any  book  is  ttted»  or  feems  to  be  appealed  to  bjr 
smj  Clttiftiaa  wrker,  viiakb  is  not  expre&Iy  and  in  fo  many 
woods  rgeAed  by  him)  tbire  an  ^berfi^ciint  argmunts  U 
frtioM  thai  be  Sd  n^  ^eitn  it  U  it  QautdcaL  Thus,  for  ia« 
ftatfice^  though  Origen  in  one  or  two  ^aces  takes  a  paiEige 
out  of  die  Gd^  according  to  die  Hebrews,  yet  ia  another 
])kce  he  sejefb  it  under  the  name  of  the  Gofpd  of  the  TuMlve 
ApoftleS)  as  a  book  of  the  heredcks,  and  dedares»  tbi  Cburcb 
rrnived  omfyfmr  Go^ls  K 

3*  Sometimes  the  Fadiers  made  ufe  of  the  Apocryphal 
books  t9  Jbew  ibeir  leMiming^  «r  that  ibi  btreticks  might  nvt 
charge  tbim  with  partiality  and  ignoranci^  as  bung  acquainted 
Mfy  with  their  awn  books*  Remarkable  to  this  purpofe  are 
thofc  words  of  Origen**,  the  Church  receives  only  four  Gofpels^ 
the  bereticks  have  many;  fuch  as  that  of  the  Egyptians^ 
Tbomasy  (stc.  Theft  we  readj  that  we  may  not  be  efieemed  igta^ 
rant  J  and  by  reafon  oftbofe  who  imagine  they  know  fomething 
extraordinaryy  if  they  know  the  things  contained  in  thefe  books. 
To  die  fame  purpc^e  iays  Ambrc^e  ^ ;  having  mentioned  feve«- 
ral  of  the  Apocryphal  books*  he  adds,  we  read  thefe^  that 
tbey  may  not  be  read  (by  others);  we  read  them,  that  we  may  not 
feem  ignorant ;  we  read  tbem^  not  that  we  may  receive  them^  but 
reject  tbem^  and  may  know  what  thofe  things  are  of  which  thef 
(hereticks)  make  fuch  boafting. 

4*  Sometimes  perhaps  thefe  books  may  be  cited  by  the  Fa* 
thers,  becaufe  the  perfons  againji  whom  they  wete  writing  did 
receive  themy  being  willing  to  dilute  with  them  upon  principles 
9ut  of  their  own  books',  though  1  believe  diere  are  no  inftances 
of  diis  within  my  time. 

<  See  below  in  this  Part,  Chap.  >  Legimusy  ne  legatitur;  legi- 

sS«  nns,  ne  ignorrmus;   Icgimus  non 


>  LegimuSf  ne  quid  i|;Dorare  vi-  lat  tdieamus,  fed  ut  repudiemus,  is 

deremur,  propter  egt  ^ui  ie  putaat  ut  fciamus  uualia  fint  in  quibus 

aiiqutd  fcire,   £.  ifta  cognoverint.  magnifici  ifli  cor  exnltant  fuum. 

Homil.  inLuc.  L  i»  Csnunent.  in  Luc.  1. 1. 

Vox.  I.  ^  K  5.  It 


t^O  The  Reafon  of  citing  the  Apdirypha.      fktir  if. 

'  5.  It  may  perhaps  be  true,  that  one  or  two  writers  hare 
'Cited  a  few  paflages  out  of  thefe  books,  becaufe  thefaB  ihey 
pted  was  not  to  be  found  in  any  other.  St.  John  tells  us, 
chap.  xxi.  25.  that  our  Lord  did  many  other  things^  befides 
thofe  which  he  had  recorded  \  the  which j  fays  he,  iftheyjbould 
be  written  every  one^  I  fuppofe  the  wotdd  itfelf  could  not  cantain 
the  boots  which  /hould  be  written.  Some  accounts  of  thefe 
aftions  and  difcourfes  of  Chrift  were  unqueftionably  preferved, 
and  handed  down  to  the  fecond  century,  or  farther,  by  tradi- 
tion,, which  though  inferted  afterwards  into  the  books  (rf'tibe 
'hereticks,  may  be  eaiily  (bppofed  to  have. been  cited  hy  fome 
Jater  writers,  though  at  the  lame  time  they  jefteemed  die  books 
which  contained  them  uninfpired,  and  not  of  die  Caoon.  This 
'was  the  ctfe  as  to  Jerome's  citing  the  Hebrew  Gofpel,  which 
'h%  certainly,  looked  upon  as  fpurious  and  Apocryphal,  as  I 
(hall  hereafter  prove. 


CHAP.    n. 

•    « 

'J  general  Proof  that  no  Book^  once  Canonicaly  is  lojly  from  the 
ordinary' Condu^  of  Providence^  the  Zeal  of  the  QjrifHansy 

'  and  the  early  Difperjion  of  the  Sacred  ^ooks  into  moji  remote 
Countries.     A  conjiderahle  Obje&ion  anfwerid. 

O  B  S  E  R  V.    IV. 

"No  Book,  which  was  once  made  or  efteemed  to  be  Part  of  the 

Canon,  is  loft. 

BEFORE   I  enter  upon  the  particular  exaniinatton  of 
the  abovementioned  Apocryphal  books  now  loft^  it  may 
be  jieceflary  to  premife  fome  general  proof  of  this  matter. 

Every  one  who  is  acquainted  with  the  writings  of  our  firft 
Reformers,  muft  often  have  obferved,  that  it  was  a  queftiou 
very  warmly  difputed  between  them  and  the  advocates  of  the 
Roman  Church,  whether  anyinfpired  book^  once  received  by  the 

Church 


tld AP.  &  M  Canonical  Book  loft.  >3t 

Church  Of  a  part  of  the  CanoHy  is  by  any  accident  or  injury  of 
time  loft  and  perijhed?  The  Papifts,  contending  always  for 
the  infufficiency  of  our  prefent  revelation,  thereby  the  better 
to  fupport  their  ridiculous  fentiments  of  the  neceflity  of  their 
pretended  traditions,  have  generally  determined  in  the  af- 
firmativcy  and  would  perfuade  us,  that  many  of  the  moji  valu^^ 
able  parts  of  Scripture-^  both  of  the  Old  and  New  Tejtament^  are 
now  quite  lofi*  Thus  Bellarmine*,  Pineda  **,  and  many  of  the 
beft  writers  among  the  Jefuits.  This  opinion  of  the  Papifts, 
as  it  appears  evidently  calculated  to  ferve  a  purpofe,  would 
be  therefore  lels  conilderable,  if  many  other  learned  men  had 
not  too  unwarily  efpoufed  it,  for  the  fake  of  avoiding  fome 
difficulties  which  they  could  not  fo  eafily  folve  without  it* 
Hence  we  meet  with  it  in  the  writings  of  Chryfoftom  %  Theo- 
phyla£fc  *,  Calvin « ;  and  even  our  learned  Whitaker  himfelf, 
on  this  very  queftion,  allows  ^,  that  fome  of  thofe  books  are 
now  wanting,  which  were  once  conftituent  parts  of  the  Ca« 
non  of  Scripture,  This  indeed  is  generally  meant  of  fome 
books  of  the  Old  Tcftament,  though  the  Papifts  alfo  affert 
it  of  the  New  ' ;  I  Ihall  therefore,  without  entering  largely 
into  the  controverfy,  or  fearching  the  common  places  of  the 
perfection  of  the  Scriptures^  offer  only  two  or  three  reafons,  by 
which  it  will  appear  at  leaft  probable,  that  no  facred  and  in-^ 
fpired  book  is  now  wanting ;  adding  only  fome  few  remarks 
on  what  has  been  faid,  which  is  moft  conilderable,  on  the 
ether  fide  of  the  queftion. 

!•  Itfeems  very  difagreeahle  to  the  ordinary  conduit  of  divine 
Providence^  to  fuffer  a  book  wrote  under  the  influences  of  the 
holy  Spirit  to  be  loft.  It  feems  to  be  no  fmiil  reflection  on  the 
wifdom  of  the  divine  Being,  to  iky  he  firft  influenced  the 
writing  of  a  fet  of  books  (i.  e.  by  his  own  extraordinary  im«> 
preffions  on  men's  minds  caufed  them  to  be  written),  and  af- 
terwards permitted  them  by  chance,  or  the  negligence  of  men^ 

*  Deverb.Deif  1. 4.  c.  4*  Matth.  ii.  23. 

^  De rebus Salom.l.  I.e. X.  §.8«  '  Controverf.  I.    de    Scrlptur* 

*  Horail.  9.  in  Matth.  ii.  Quaeft.  VI.  c.  9* 

*  In  Matth.  ii.  in  fine.               .  «  Vid.  Turretin.  Inftlts  Theol. 
;  Vid,  Caivip.  Harm.  Evaiig.  in  LoCr  2«  Qu»it. ;«  §•  $• 

Ka  to 
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to  be  irrecoverably  loft.  If  they  were  not  fenriccablc  to  in- 
ftrudl  and  ixtt&  mankind  in  the  methods  of  attaining  die  great 
ends  of  being,  why  were  they  at  firft  given  ?  If  they  werc^ 
it  feems  hard  to  imagine,  the  fame  kind  Providence  that  gave 
them,  would  again  take  them  away.  How  high  fucb  a  charge 
as  this  doth  rife,  both  againft  the  wifdom  and  goodnefs  of  di- 
vine Providence,  may  eafily  be  perceived  by  every  one  who 
will  think  impartially  on  the  matter. 

This  arguing  may  be  very  much  ftrengthened,  by  confi- 
dering  the  great  care  which  the  divine  Being  in  all  ages  took 
to  preferve  thofe  books^  which  an  now  received  into  the  Canon 
of  the  Old  Tejlamenty  even  when  the  perfons  with  whom  they 
were  entrufted  were  under  circumftances,  in  which,  v^thout 
the  influence  of  Heaven,  it  would  have  been  almoft  impoffible 
for  diem  to  have  preferved  them*  To  inftance  only  that  one 
time  when  the  Jews  were  under  the  tyranny  of  Antiochus 
Epiphanes*^,  when  although  that  monfler  of  iniquity  laid  their 
temple  and  their  city  wafte,  deftroyed  all  the  facred  books 
he  could  meet  with,  and  at  lengtly  publiihed  a  decree^  that 
all  thpfe  ihould  fufier  immediate  death,  who  did  not  refign 
their  copies ;  yet  was  die  (acred  volume  fafely  prefervedy  and 
taken  care  of  by  its  author. 

2*  The  zeal  of  the  faithful  at  all  times  for  their  facred  i$oks 
was  fuchy  as  would  be  a  very  tffeHual  medns  to  fecure  them 
from  perijhing.  This  is  well  known  both  of  die  Jews  and 
Chriftians ;  and  indeed  no  left  can  be  reafonably  imagined  of 
thofe,  who  looked  upon  thefe  books  as  dilcovering  the  me- 
thods of  obtaining  eternal  life,  alid  diat  religion,  for  ^ich 
they  willingly  lacrificed  both  themfdves  and  all  they  bad. 
Hence  as  tmder  the  barbarous  perfecution  of  the  Jews^by  An* 
tiochus  juft  mentioned,  (b  under  die  Chriftian  perfecudon  no 
endeavours  were  wanting  to  extirpate  and  abolifh  the  Scrip- 
tures. It  is  evident,  the  warm,  zod  and  diligent  care  of  die 
faitfaful  preferved  theou  and  although  the  Emperor  Dioclefian 
in  his  imperial  edid,  among  other  cmeldes,  enaded^  diat 

^  *H^«9l&To  i%  ff  vtf   ^C^     Xo»T9»  Jo^h.Antiq.  Tud.Kb.is. 
•vffScin  Ufd,  fg  Wlftof ,  ig  wf  Jk     c«  7«    Stealib  I  Maccab.  L  56,  $7. 

iv^idfMi,  ig  St»i  mwo^i  tmmii  Arvm 
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all  the  lacred  books  ihould  be  burnt  wherever  they  were 
found  <;  jet  as  die  courage  and  refolution  of  the  Chriftians 
b4ffled  and  fruftrated  the  defigns  of  his  rage  in  all  other  in- 
ftances,  fo  very  remarkably  in  this»  Nor  indeed  could  It  well 
be  otherwife,  when  we  confider, 

3.  That  tht  Canonical  booh  wertj  not  long  after  their  publi-^ 
fatlony  difperfid  into  the  mo/i  dijtant  countries^  andinthepoji 
fejjion  of  innumerable  perfonu  The  truth  of  this  (zSt  has  been 
in  fome  meafure  demonftrated  in  the  former  Part  of  this  work 
(Prop.  II.)  and  the  oppofite  opinion  of  Mr.  Dodwell  refuted 
(CoroL  I.  Prop.  II.)  I  (hall  therefore  take  the  hlBt  now  for 
granted,  and  only  hence  infer,  how  improbable  it  is,  nay, 
almoft  impoffible,  that  any  book,  fo  efteemed  as  the  Chrifti- 
ans muft  be  fuppofed  to  eft^em  thofe  books,  which  they  ima- 
gined to  be  di6i:ated  by  the  Holy  Ghofl,  fo  difFufed  into  the 
knoft  remote  countries,  the  copies  of  which  would  alfo  be 
continually  multiplying  and  increafing,  could  by  any  accident 
or  chance,  by  any  human  force  or  power,  or  much  lefs  by 
any  carelefs  negle£t,  be  loft  and  irrecoverably  perifh. 

The  moft  coniiderable,  and  indeed  almoft  all  the  proof  that 
has  been  attempted  againft  this  opinion  is,  that  there  are  fome 
hooks  mentioned^  and  others  referred  to  both  in  the  Old  and  New 
Teftament^  which  feem  to  have  been  compofed  by  prophets  and  in^ 
fpired  author Sy  andfo  tf  confequence  Canonic aly  which. are  now 
entirely  and  irrecoverably  lofl.  Among  thefe  arc  reckoned. 
The  book  of  the  Wars  of  the  Lord  ""j  The  book  of  Jaflier ', 
The  book  of  Nathan  and  Gad  ",  The  book  of  Shemaiah  and 
Iddo  %  the  Prophets  referred  to  by  Matthew,  chap*  ii.  23. 
The  book  of  Enoch  cited  by  Jude,  ver.  14. 

Thefe  are  the  inftances  generally  produced  by  the  Popifh 
wxiters,  to  prove  the  imperfeftion  of  the  Canon,  as  to  Ibnie 
of  its  moft  valuable  parts ;  which  though  I  (hall  not  here  par- 
ticularly confider,  having  only  concern  with  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  Canon,  yet  fhall  .make  a  few  fuch  remarks  concerning 
them,  as  may  ferve  to  overthrow  the  objection,  as  far  as  it 

*  Eufcb,  Hift..  J)c$l,  L,8.  c.  »•  ""  i  Chron.  xxix:  19. 

*  Num*xxi.  14,  ■  2  Chron.  xii.  15. 
\  Joih.  X.  13. 

K  3  relates 
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rdates  to  my  Propofition  of  all  truly  Canonical  books  being 
'Jiill  extant.     I  obferve  then, 

1 .  As  to  feveral  of  the  books  mentioned  in  the  Old  Teftar 
ment,  which  are  fuppofed  to  be  loft,  perhaps  they  are  the  very 

fame  withfome  of  the  now-reputed  Canonical  Scriptures^  only  un- 
der diiFcrent  nances.  Thus  the  book  of  the  Wars  of  the  Lord 
(if  indeed  it  meant  any  book,  which  may  be  well  queftioned) 
was  probably  no  other  than  the  booi  of  Numbers^  orfome  other 
part  of  Mofes*s  hifiorical  writings^  The  books  of  Nadian 
9nd  Gad,  Shemaiah  and  Iddo,  were  perhaps  iSx^fame  with  tht 
books  of  Samuel  and  Kings^  £sf  c. 

2.  If  we  fuppofe  them  diftinft  from  any  now  received,  aad 
the  genuine  writings  of  men  who  were  fometimes  infpired,  it 
does  not  at  all  follow^  that  thefe  books  were  infpiredy  and  fo  re^ 
ceived'as  Canonical -^  unl^s  we  will  fuppofe^  the  fame  perfons^ 
who  were  once  under  the  condu^  of  infpiration,  mufi  neceffarily 
be  always  fo.     This  thought  is  fo  well  managed  by  St.  Auftin, 
that  I  {hall  give  it  the  reader  in  his  own  words  **.     "  In  the 
«'  hiftories  of  the  kings  of  Judah  and  Ifrael,  feveral  things  are 
*'  mentioned,  which  are  not  there  explained,  and  are  referred 
«  to  as  contained  in  other  books  which  the  prophets  wrote; 
•<  and  fometimes  the  names  of  thefe  prophets  are  mentioned  ; 
**  and  yet  thefe  writings  are  not  extant  in  the  Canon  which 
•'  the  Church  of  God  receives.    The  reafon  of  which  I  can 
*^  account  for  no  other  way,  than  by  fuppofing,  that  thofe 
**  very  perfons  to  whom  the  holy  Spirit  revealed  thofe  things 
<'  which  are  of  the  higheft  authority  in  religion,  fometimes 
*«  wrote  only  as  faithful  hiftorians,  and  at  other  times  as  pro* 
**  phets  under  the  influences  of  divine  infpiration ;   and  that 
,*'  thefe  writings  are  fo  different  from  each  other,  that  the  one 
**  fort  are  to  be  imputed  to  thcpifefves  as  the  authors,  the 
**  other  to  God  as  fpeaking  by  them ;  the  former  are  of  fer* 
**  vice  to  incrqafe  our/  knowledge^  the  other  of  authority  in 
<'  religion,  and  Canonical."     So  far  he.   To  fupport  which 
fentiment,  I  will  only  add  the  inftance  of  Solomon's  writings, 
wh©,  though  undoubtedly  irifpired  in  fome  of  his  vwTitings,^ 

•  Pc  Civit.  J)ei,  lib.  i8.  c.  %%x        '      ' 

yet 
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yet  can  by  none  be  fuppofed  to  be  fo  in  all^  as  when  he  wrote 
his  Herbal^  his  Five  Thoufand  SongSy^  his  Differtations  in 
Natural  Pbihfophy^  about  birdsy  infe^s^  fijhes^  &c.  p  and,  if 
fi^e  will  credit  ]cfkphns^  fome  boots  of  Magick  and  Conjuration^ 
in  which  were  defcribed  effectual  methods  of  cajiing  out  devifs^ 
and  curing  di/iempers  by  enchantment^  with  forms  ofexorcifmg 
evil  fpiritSy  fo  that  they  Jhould  never  return:  an  art,  fays  that 
hiftorian,  which  our  countrymen  to  this  day  retain  frQm  So- 
lomon "i.  Such  books  (notwithftanding  the  famous  hiftorian 
pretends,  that  the  arts  which  they  contain  were  given  him  by 
infpiration)  I  hope  the  moft  bigotted  advocate  for  tradition 
would  be  unwilling  to  admit  into  his  Canon,  if  they  fhould 

be  ever  found. 

3.  The  bare  citation  of  an)  book  in  an  allowedly  facred  writ^ 
ing  is  notfufficient  to  prove  that  hook  ever  to  have  been  Canonic 
caL  If  it  does,  we  muft  then  receive  as  the  word  of  God  the 
Greek  poems  of  Aratus,  Menander,  and  Epimenides;  for 
paflages  are  taken  out  of  each  of  thefe  by  St.  Paul  \  And  yet 
this  is  all,  which  the  Church  of  Rome  can  fay  for  feveral  of 
thofe  books  which  they  fuppofe  are  now  wanting  in  the  Canon. 
But  he  who  has  a  mind  to  read  more  of  this  controverfy  may 
fee  it  well  managed  by  Whitaker  %  Rivet ',  Spanheim ",  and 
Turretin*,  in  the  places  referred  to  at  the  bottom  of  the 
page,  as  far  as  it  concerns^  any  books  fuppofed  to  have  been 
once  received  by  the  old  Jewifli  Church,  but  now  loft. 

^  See  I  Kings  iv.  32,  &c.  Strom,  lib.  i.  p.  314,  315.  &  lib, 

*»   na^i%e  ^  avTw  fxat^iTy  «  ©lif,       5'  ?•  597-  where  there  are  more  of 

r    ~'       >        /  s     /  taken  out  otMenand.  in  Thaid. 

*t      '  /^  T    r  V  1  It.  I.  I  a.  the  veric,  Kp^ri;  ail 

Tu^cifMna   4rf  f^nxir    ,^ccvb>^up  is  taken  out  of  Epimenides. 

ix^wx^at.    Antiq.  Jud.  1.  8.  c.  i.  •  ControVcrf.  1.  de Script. QualH 

'  Aratua  is  cited  A6t.  xvii.  28.    ,  yj.  0^9.  . 

for  thofe  words,  ra  yap  yivoq  l<rft«y.  *  Ifagog-  ad  Script.  Sacr.  c.  6. 

He  was  apoctof  Cilicia,  where  St.  "  Dub.  Evang.  Par.  a.    Dtibl 

Paul  was  bom.    The  words  are  in  88,  89.                       .    ,    » 

the  beginning  of  his  poem  called  '  Inftit.  Theol.  Loc.a.Quaeft.7, 
JPbaenomena,      See    Clem.  Alex. 

K4  CHAP. 
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Chap,  iil 

Tb$  Opimm  $ftht  m&ft  learned  Men,  grouifJM  $k  i  dr.  r.  ^ 

thirt  St.  Paul  wrote  another  Epijlle  to  the  Corhttbians  te-* 

Jides  the  two  now  extant^  examined  and  confuted^  by  a  trki^ 

cal  Dijiuffion  rf  the  Fiace^  and  ihe  Teftimmy  tf  Cement 

Romanus. 

HAVING  in  the  foregoing  du4)ter  attempted  IcMne  ge- 
^  nend  proof,  that  no  truly  Canonika]  book  is  tK>«F  wfttit* 
ing,  I  apprehend  I  (hall  not  do  juftice  to  that  fubjed,  if  I  do 
not  farther  obferve,  that  many  learned  men,  not  only  of  the 
Romiih,  but  reformed  Churchy  have  been  pH^uadedy  that 
St.  Paul  wrote  feveral  other  EpiftUs  to  the  converted  Churches^ 
hejides  thofe  which  wen$whav4.  This  Calvin,  Be2a»  Grotius^ 
Capellus,  and  many  others  have  aflerted :  Drufius  has  car« 
ried  the  matter  fomewhat  farther*,  and  tells  us»  ^  tbeji 
pieces  were  now  extant^  they  ought  to  be  efieemed  as  much  Ga-» 
nonical  as  any  others  of  his  writing.  The  only  foundation  of 
this  hj^theils  is,  that  St.  Paulfiems  *o  refer  to  a  former  Epi* 
file  ofbis^  \  Cor.  v.  9.  v^hence,  fiiy  thefe  learned  men,  it  is 
probable  he  wrote  another  EpiftU  to  the  Church  ofCorinth^  he-^ 
fides  the  two  which  are  extant^  and  fiver al  other  Mpifiles  now 
quite  perijhed.  Mr.  Le  Clerc  is  fo  very  ianguine  on  this 
head,  as  to  fuppofe  there  might  be  good  reafonsfor  tearing  and 
burning  them  afler  they  were  ready  and  that  we  Jhould  notbavi^ 
been  at  all  the  lefs  difciples  ofChrifi,  if  feveral  of  thofe  EpifileSj 
which  we  now  havcy  had  been  lofi  *.  But  as  this  opinion  ex- 
ceedingly leiTens  the  authority  of  the  Canon,  I  ihall  here 
briefly  difcufs  it,  and  critically  enquire  into  that  text,  which 
is  the  principal  and  indeed  only  foundation  of  it.  But  before 
I  come  more  particularly  to  make  any  enquiry,  or  examine 
into  this  matter,  I  defire  it  may  be  carefully  obferved,  that 
the  examination  I  here  propofe  does  no  vsray  interfere  with  the 
enquiry  I  propofe  to  make  into  the  books  of  the  catalogue 

•  Praeterit.  1.  6.  in  loc-  imd  the  Vindication  of  Dr.  Ham 

^  Suppiement  to  Dr.  Hanunond,      niondi  p.  539  54* 

aboves 


aiAP«  in.         thm  Ho$  £pi/ltes  f  the  Ommhianu        - 137 

above  1  t]»  qiieftioii  iit  tiat  caib  being  concerning  books^ 
indudiy  foe  the  tnoft  {nrt^  were  certainly  once  really  extant^ 
bat  are  to  be  proved  ipurioiis  and  Apocryphal :  but  die  que£* 
tioa  here  i%  whedier  fiicfa  and  fiich  pieces  ever  were  in  being 
at  all;  which  are  fuppofed  to  have  been  really  wrote  by  the 
Apoftlet.  Inafintach  then  aa  all  that  has  been  urged  on  the 
afimiattve  fide  of  the  queftioot  is  gadiered  from  tibat  one 
text  aforemeiitioiied,  I  apprehend*  all  that  is  neoeilary  will  be 
aparticuhr  difcuffionof  that*   In  order  to  which  I  obfervci 

That  it  has  been  thought  by  many,  that  Su  Paul  wrote  am 
Epiftte  to  the  CerintbianSj  hefrre  eitber  eftbefeefbis  EpiftUs  tie 
A0i  Qmrcby  wbieb  mre  new  eictant.  This  hypotbefis  is  founded 
M  dicfe  wmrds  of  St  Paul,  i  Cor.  t.  9,  Iwrete  teyeu  in  an 
Bf^lU,  net  te  eempoiq  with^fimiaoers :  which  Epiftk,  they 
Ibppofe,  muft  oeoeflarily  hjve  been  one  preceding  this.  This 
bu  been  generally  the  opinion,  not  only  of  the  writers  of  the 
RomMb  Church,  but  alio  of  nany  of  the  moft  celebrated  Pro« 
teAaofes  i  fuch  as  Calvin  %  Beza  "*,  Dnifius  %  Parous  ^  Gr o« 
tills S  Mr.  Le  Clerc^  Dr«  Collins',  CapeUus,  Dr.  Mill  \ 
and  others,  who  make  no  doubt  to  aflirm,  that  St.  Paul  did 
met  emlfj  iefidei  tbe  Epi/Uefj  which  we  now  have  under  hie 
nemuy  write  Ms  former  Ep^  io  the  Chrifiiam  at  Corinth^ 
^ett  fevered  others^  new  left  en  this  is;  and  that  we  have  very 
great  reafon  with  gratitude  to  acbiowledge  the  kind  providence 
rfGody  which  hasfrefirved  to  us  fowiany  of  tbe  Jpoftle^s  writ^ 
ingsm    In  a^wer  to  this  opinion  I  would  obferve, 

!•  That  it  is  very  improbable,  becaufe,  not  one  of  the  an* 
eieett  dmftian  writers  have  ever  mentioned  anyfuch  Epifllei 
nor  is  there  to  he  found,  in  all  antiquity^  any  citation  out  ofit.^ 
or  Jo  much  as  the  moft  diftant  reference  to  it:  it  being  a  thing 
never  thought  of  by^  any  of  die  Fathers,  that  St*  Paul  wrote 
more  dian  the  fourth  Epiiltes  we  now  have.  Hence  the 
moft  early  writers  <^  Chriftianity,  who  are  fuppofed  to  have 


*  Comment,  in  Iflc. 
^  Ajuiot.  in  kc^ 

*  Praeterit.  iib«  6  •  in  loc* 
'  Annot.  in  loc. 

f  Aimot.  in  ioct 


^  Annot.  in  loc. 

*  See  his  £i^li(h  Annotates  oa 
this  Epiftle. 

^  SeePr.  Mill's  Prolegom.  f  ,S« 

been 
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been  contemporary  with  St*  Paul  himfelf,  fuch  as  Clement 
Romanus,  Polycarp,  &c«  though  they  feveral  time$  take  pa& 
fages  out  of  his  Epiftles,  and  even  out  of  thofe  two^  which 
ire  now  extant,  to  the  Church  at  Corinth,  have  not  the  leafi: 
obfcure  intimation  of  any  other.  ' 

2.  There  are  very  many  eircumJianceSj  bath  relating  to  the 
time  and  occafton  of  that ^  which  we  now  call  the  jirft  Epiftle  of 
Paul  to  the  Corinthians^  which  will  evidently  provcj  that  it 
was  the  jirji  he  ever  wrote  to  that  Church.  For  the  proof  of 
this,  I  muft  refer  the  reader  to  what  is  hereafter  faid  in  the 
particular  diiTertation  on  this  Epiftle. 

3.  I  offer  it  as  a  conjecture  to  the  learned  in  Chriftian 
imtiquities,  whether  the  following  pajfage  in  Qemens  Romansis. 
do  not  prove  the  Epiftle  now  called  the  firft  to  the.  Corinthians^ 
to  be  thefirji  which  St.  Paul  wrote  to  that  Church,  The  words 
of  Clemens  are ',  **  Take  again  the  Epiftle  of  the  U^f&d 
«  Apoftle  Paul  into  your  hands.  What  was  it  that  he  firjl 
^'  wrote  to  you  in  the  beginning  of  his  Epiftle  ?  He  (di^^ruly 
^<  by  the  Spirit  write  to  you  concerning  himfelf,  and  CephaSjf 
<^  and  ApoUos,  becaufe  even  at  that  time  you  were  formed 
•*  into  divifions  or  parties."  The  paflfage  he  refers  to  of  St«. 
Paul  is  plainly  that  in  the  firft  chapter  of  the  prefent  firft  Epif* 
tie,  v.  12.  Now  this  Ifay^  that  every  one  ofyoufaithy  I  am  of 
Pauly  and  I  of  Apollos^  and  I  <f  Cephas.^  &fr.  Now,  fays 
Clemens,  this  is  what  St.  Paul  firji  of  all  wrote  to  you^  or, 
what  he  wrote  the  firft  time  of  his  writing',  than  which  I  can-, 
not  fee  what  elfe  it  was  poffible  for  Clemens  to  mean  by  the 
words  A-^ftiToy  iVpa4^iy.  Now  hcncc  I  argue,  that  if  Clemens,  who 
is  fuppofed  contemporary  with  St.  Paul,  and  to  have  wrote 
this  Epiftle  to  the  Churdi  of  Corinth,  not  long  after  St.  Paul^ 
did  imagine  that  Apoftle  had  wrote  no  Epiftle  to  that  Church 
before  that  which  he  there  cites,  and  which  is  now  called  tha 

*   'AvalKecStrt    rfi9   IflrifoX)]*   rv  '  Mf^i>>it9  v/aT*  9i^  avra  rt  KiifSif 

fAWMfin    Ila&Xtf  T»   avoTBAii*    r/  xal  'Avol^t,  jUt  to  kcu  rvn  ctpotf*- 

vpalrov  vfAt9  h  ct^^  TH  svetyfiy^iti  xXicuf  v/ms  ViVein^SAi.      Epift. 

Hyfct^tp',  iv  ftAi}di»»(  wvtvfiarnwf  i*  ad  Corinth.  p«  xo6. 
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firfi^  we  have  the  laireft  reafon  to  conclude,  there  was  no  one 
written  fooner. 

The  onlyobje^on  which  I  can  think  of,  that  can  be 
made  againft  this,  is,  that  what  Clemens  calls  PauPs  Gofpel 
[Uay[i>!iii]  I  tranflate  bis  EpiJiU.  To  which  it  is  eafy  to  an- 
fwer,  that  befides  that  the  words,  which  he  cites,  are  in  the 
forementioned  place  of  his  Epiftle,  it  has  been  often  obferved 
by  Clement's  commentators",  that  the  word  GoJ^el  is  ufed 
frequently  for  any  of  the  £icred  books  of  the  NewTeftament^ 
as  die  word  Law  is  frequently  put  for  all  die  books  of  the 
Old-. 

4«  It  being  thus  probable,  that  St.  Paul  did  not  write  a 

fonner  Epiftle  to  the  Corinthians,  we  have  juft  ground  to  in* 

tifpret  the  contefted  pajfage  in  a  different fenfe  from  that  com^ 

monfy  received;   and  this,  I  think,  may  be  very  eafily  done, 

widiout  any  violence  done  to  the  expreffion,  of  this  fame 

Epi/llej  and  what  he  had  before  wrote  to  them  in  it*     "^y^^m 

vfuf »  tS  wro?^?,  /  have  wrote  io  you  in  the  Epijlle,  or  this 

Epiftle^  /.  e.  I  have  told  you  in  the  foregoing  part  of  my  letter. 

So  he  had  indeed  feveral  times  in  the  preceding  part  of  the 

chapter,  ver.  2,  5,  6.  that  they  fliould  have  no  converfation 

with  the  inccftuous  perfon.    I  know  it  is  commonly  objcfted, 

Aatthis  fenfe  cannot  be  juft,  becaufe  of  the  words  ven  il. 

Eut  now  I  have  written  to  you ;  which,  fay  Beza,  Pareus,  and 

Le  Clerc,  mu/i  needs  be  meant  of  another  diJlinSf  time  of  writ" 

ing^  and  not  the  fame  \  and  this  indeed  is  the  main  ftrength  of, 

their  opinion.    But  a  clofe  confideration  of  the  context  will 

make  it  very  clear,  that  no  fuch  inference  can  be  juftly  drawn 

from  the  words,  Nt;»i  ^  iy§ail/»  t;/x5,  but  now  I  have  written  to 

jou.   In  the  beginning  of  the  chapter  he  had  declared  to  them, 

it  was  their  duty  to  avoid  the  fociety  of  fornicators,  and  fuch 

fort  of  perfons.    It  is  plain  from  ver.  10.  he  apprehended  they 

were  in  danger  of  miftaking  his  meaning,  by  extending  the 

prohibition  fo  far,  as  not  to  have  any  converfe  at  all  with  the 

tvorldi  f .  e*  with  the  Gentiles^  who  were  generally  guilty  of 

^  *  SeePatr.  Jwniuj.  and  Dr,  Fell         ■  John  x.  34.  xv.  «5»  &  x  Cor, 

thefo 
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thefe  crimes.  The  ApofUe  found  it  neceflaryto  prevent  their 
miftake,  and  therefore  repeats  what  he  had  before  wrote» 
and  tells  them  how  they  fhould  underftand  itj  viz.  wily  with 
relation  to  thi  prrfejfors  of  Chrtftiantty^  who  were  guilty  of 
thefe  execrable  vices.  This  occaiioned  the  words»  Nt;ir<  |l 
ty^»^9>  v^%  which  will  be  more  clear  from  the  following  pa- 
f aphraie  of  ver.  9,  lo,  ii. 

Verfe  9.  •*  I  wrote  to  you  a  little  above,  in  my  letter> 
^  that  you  ihould  Separate  from  thofe  who  were  fornicators, 
^  (ven  2«)  and  becaufe  ygu  maybe  in  danger  of  being  defiled 
*<  by  them,  that  you  purge  them  as  old  Ieaven9  (ver.  5,  60 

Verfe  io«  ^'  But  fesu-ing  left  you  ihould  mift^e  m^,  I  do 
*^  not  mean  thofe  who  ^re  heathens,  and  tfaofe  who  are  forni- 
^^  c^tQrs^  covetiQus,  extortioners^  or  idolaters  among  them  ; 
*^  it  being  impoflible  for  you,  Uvipg  in  the  world,  to  ^void 
^'  commerce  with  tfaem : 

Verfe  II.  '^  But  this  I  mean^  and  is  ivhat  |  now  write 
*'  to  3rpu«  that  you  io  not  freely  converfe  with^  nor  admit  to 
**  eat  the  Lord's  Supper  with  you,  thofe  ^who  are  charged 
^  with  the  forementioned  crimes^  and  yet  make  a  profeflioa 
"  of  Chriftianity.*^ 

This  ieems  a  very  natural  account  of  the  Apoftle^s  reafen^ 
i^g  %  9nd  will  appear  the  moce  probable  if  we  coniider^ 

%.  That  he^ufeS  the  fame  verb  ^vmya/Ai^n/crdAt  in  ver.  ix^ 
which  be  does  yer.  % 

9»  That  th^  particle  tvu  o&tvt  is  ufed  in  Greek,  not  as  a 
fiote  of  time,  but  in  an  adverfative  ienfe,  the  fame  as  fed  and 
punf  vero  ia  X^atin,  and  the  word  now  very  often  in  Engliih  *».. 

J.  The, article  fcems  to  refer  only  to  this  lame  EpifUe,  and 
not  pother,  and  to  denote  the  fame  with  rivrn^  as  it  oftea 
does  "^i  fo  we  find  it  with  the  very  fame  fubftantive,  i  Thefll 
V.  27.  viz.  T»v  iviToy^mj  to  expreis  tlie  v^ry  ffune  Epiftle  whicli 
be  was  dien  writing.  « 

•  The  fame  almoft  may  he  feen  «o.  and  vv%  wtrj  often,  c.  vii«.  14. 
in  Sixtus  Senenfis  Biblioth.  Saiift.  xiu  ao.  Vide  Grot,  in  loc.  et 
l.».  in  Paul,  and  Dr.  Hammond  on  Glaff.  Gram.  Sacr.  lib,  3.  Traa. 
sCor.  V.  9.  5.  Canon.  13. 

*  So  tvpt  Isuiedmorethanoocein  ^  See  GUiT.  Gram*^  Sacr;  lib.  3. 
this  iame  Epiftle.  See  c.xii.i^S.xva  Tra£l,  2. 

4.  The 
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4«  The  old  Byriddb  tradbtor,  ivlio  lived,  as  has  been 
ptovec^  near  Sc  Paud's  time,  wdl  knowing  diere  was  no  ibr- 
mef  Epiftle  of  his  to  the  Church  at  Corinth,  paraphrafes  die 
^^adage,  ver.  k  i.  ih  the  (ame  n:ianner  as  above,  in  thefe  vnai% 
yOnN  JS^^lkjd  ^>  ^tCI  i.  e.  Tbis  is  what  I  bavi 
wrote  toyck^  or  tie  tneaning  of  what  I  baVi  wrote  to  you  | 
by  which  it  is  plain  he  did  not  imagine  the  Apoftle  Writing  a 
new  Epiflle,  but  ex{daining  fomewhat  he  had  before  vrritteii 
in  ^\t. 

Thus  It  feems  manSeft,  Aat  St.  Paul's  Wofd^  do  not  iilti* 
mate  his  having  wrote  a  former  Epiftle  to  thl^  Corinthians. 
There  is  indeed  a  di£Ferent  interpretation  from  that  above  put 
upon  the  words  by  fome  learned  men,  who  tranflate  ly^a^ 
vyu9  hf  T9  tinsiB^Ji,  /  wrote^  Or  had  written^  or  was  about  to  write 
in  this  Epiflle^  diat  you  (hould  not  company  with  fornicatorSt 
&c.  but  now  hearing  this  high  ofience,  1  (harpen  my  ftyle^ 
and  forbid  not  only  ailbciating  with  fuch,  but  even  common 
fellowfliip.  This  is  Dr.  Lightfoot^s  conje£hire  %  and  efpoufed 
by  l^r. Whitby^  but  ieems  very  precarious  and  groundlefs. 

1.  Becaufe  ttjiippofes  the  Apoftle  to  have  had  different  fenti^ 
nunis  as  to  what  he  was  to  write^  which  indeed  Dr.  Whitby 
is  n6t  afiraid  in  fo  many  words  to  aver ;  fome  things^  fajrs  he,  in 
this  ^piftle^  were  changed  by  him  before  he  fent  it  to  them. 
But  how  apparently  abAird  is  this,  to  imagine  this  great 
Apoftle  under  the  condud  of  infpiration,  firft  to  write  one 
thing  and  then  another?  If  the  inipired  penmen  of  Scripture 
could  thus  alter  their  fentiments,  and  make  changes  in  what 
they  wrote,  what  muft  we  think  of  the  infallibility  of  that 
Spirit  who  di£bted  to  them  ?  But  as  I  verily  believe  Dr. 
Lightfoot  thought  not  at  all  of  this  confequence  of  his  opinion; 
fo  I  am  perfuaded.  Dr.  Whitby,  who  is  fo  zealous  an  advo- 
cate for  infpiration,  would  have  been  far  from  efjpoufing  it, 
had  he  thought  more  of  it. 

2.  The  paraphrafe  of  the  text,  according  to  this  interpre- 
tation, is  very  different  from  the  Apofile's  meaning,  as  ap-* 
pears  from  what  is  already  laid* 

'  Harmony  of  the  N.  Teft.  In  loc.        *  Annot.  In  loc* 

Dr. 
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Dr.  Lightfoot,  in  another  part  of  his  works  %  has  a  quite 
different  conjedure  concerning  the  paflage  of  St.  Paul  under 
debate,  which  though  perhaps  it  be  entirely  groundlefs,  may 
not  be  unworthy  of  the  learned  reader's  notice.  It  is,  in  (horty 
a  fort  of  compounding  the  matter  between  thofe,  who  ima- 
gine a  former  Epifile  to  the  Corinthians  now  loft,  and  thofe 
who  think  the  cojitrary.  I  fhall  think  it  fufficient,  having 
having  faid  fo  much  on  this  head  already,  to  give  the  reader  a 
tranflation  of  the  Doftor's  own  words :  "  The  Apoftle,"  fays 
be,  <<  had  fent  Timothy  to  the  Corinthians,  before  he  wrotd 
*<  this  Epiftle  to  them  (chap.  iv.  17.)  and  it  is  probable  he 
^  had  fent  fome  Epiftle  by  him,  in  which  he  had  written 
•*  thus  (viz.  the  words  of  verfe  the  ninth ;  that  theyjbould 
•*  not  keep  company  with  fornicators »)  But  when  Stephen, 
^  Fortunatus  and  Achaicus  came,  and  laid  before  him  the 
^*  ftate  of  the  Church  at  Corinth,  and  gave  him  both  letters 
^  and  certain  queftions  from  that  Church,  inafmuch  as 
**  they  knew  Timothy  was  not  yet  arrived  at  Corinth,  he 
**  comprehends  and  fuperfedes  (or  fuppreffes]  that  former 
<^  Epiftle  in  this.  So  that  in  fome  fenfe  you  may  truly  (ay 
^  that  Epiftle  is  loft,  inafmuch  as  an  exadl  copy  of  it  is  not 
^  now  extant ;  but  in  another  fenfe  you  cannot  truly  (ay  (b^ 
<<  becaufe  all  things  which  were  contained  in  that  Epiftle,  we 
<<  have  in  that  which  is  now  extant,  and  many  other  things 
•*  bcfides." 

^  Hor.  Hebr.  in  x  Cor.  v.  9.' 
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CHAP.    IV. 

Jn  Epi/flfy  under  St.  PauPs  Name^  to  the  Corinthians^  and  of 
the  Corinthians  to  St.  Pauly  now  extant  in  an  Armenian 
Manufcrift^  tranjlated  out  of  Mr.  La  Croze*s  Latin  into 
Englijh^  with  fime  Remarks. 

TH  E  preceding  pages  being  taken  up  with  an  enquiry  in- 
to that  important  queftion,  whether  St.  Paul  wrote  any 
Epiftle  to  the  Church  of  Corinth,  before  eidier  of  thofe  which 
are  now  extant ;  it  will  not  be  foreign  to  the  fame  purpofe  to 
obferve,  that  there  are  now  extant  in  the  world  an  Epijile  under 
the  name  of  St.  Paul  to  the  Corinthians  (different  from  the  re- 
ceived ones)  and  an  Epijile  under  the  name  of  the  Church  of 
Corinth  to  St.  Paul.  It  is  not  indeed  properly  my  buiineis 
here  to  make  any  enquiry  into  Apocryphal  pieces  now  extant ; 
that  being  left  for  the  third  Part  of  this  work,  and  the  loft 
books  only  propbfed  to  come  under  confideration  here.  But 
inalinucb  as  thefe  two  Epiftles  will  not  in  any  other  part  of 
this  work  come  within  my  propofid  to  be  difcufled,  defigning 
only  to  enquire  into  thofe  pieces  which  are  mentioned  by  fome 
writer  of  the  firft  four  centuries,  whereas  thefe  are  not:  by  any, 
I  hope  it  will  not  be  unacceptable,  if  I  digrefs  a  little  here : 
and,  fince  I  have  been  difeourAng  fo  much  on  a  loft  Epiftle  of 
St.  Paul's  to  the  Corinthians,  prefent  the  reader  with  thefe 
two  antient  pieces,  which  I  believe  have  not  yet  appeared  in 
our  language,  nor  till  lately  in  Europe,  adding  fome  fhort 
reflexions  on  them. 

The  firft  account,  as  fair  as  I  know^  of  them  in  print,  i$ 
that  of  the  learned  Dr.  Gregory  in  the  Preface  to  his  notes  on 
fmepaffages  of  Scripture  :  '*  I  have  feen,"  fays  he,  "  the  third 
^  Epiftle  of  St.  Paul  to  the  Corinthians  in  the  Armenian 
**  tongue,  beginning,  Paul  a  fervant  of  Jefus  Chriji^  &c. 
^  and  an  Epiftle  of  the  Corinthians  to  St.  Paul  in  the  fame 
*•  tongue,  beginning,  Stephen^  (^c.  to  our  Brother  Paul  greet-' 
^^  ing.**   In  a  Latin -marginal  note,  he  adds,  that  the  manu- 

fcript 
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fcript  with  an  Italian  verfion  was  in  the  library  of  Sir  Gilbert 
North.  The  fiunous  Archbifhop  Ufher  law  the  lame  manu- 
fcript  in  the  fame  learned  gentleman's  cuftody,  and  only  in* 
forms  us  farther^  that  it  was  wrote  at  Smyrna*,  taking  a 
finall  fentence  out  of  the  Epiftle  «f  the  Godnthians  to  Paul. 
In  the  year  17x5,  Mr.  David  WiUdnstranflated  both  Epiftles 
out  of  the  Armenian  tongue  into  Latu^  from  a  mamifcript  in 
the  library  of  Mr.  Maflbn  at  Utrecht^  which  sure  lince  pcivted 
by  Fabritius,  with  another  Latin  verfion  made  by  Mr.  La 
Croee,  library  keeperto  the  KiagofFruffiai  in  dieyear  1716  S 
from  which,  as  being  the  lalft,  and,  as  lie  t»/%j  a  OMpe  literal 
andexad  verfion  Aan  dw  formers  I  have  aude  Ae^fWovring 
one  m  Engliih. 

I 

TI»e   EPISTLE   of  the   CORINTHIANS    to 

St.  PAUL. 

N.  Bi  I  place  this  firft,  becaufe  the  odier  is  evidendy 
defigned  as  an  Anfwl^r  to  this. 

STEPHEN^  and  die  prefi»ytBrs  who  are  wilb  hmn  Mcne- 
nus,  Eubulus,  Theophilus,  and  KomAfan,  to  our  Svodier 
Faul>  greeting.  Certain  men,  vriiofe  names  are  Simon  and 
Clobeus,  are  come  to  Corinth,  who  by  their  artfiil  and  ddtt- 
live  Ipeeches  have  very  much  Ifaocked  the  fiuth  of  fome,  to 
which  it  is  incund>ent  on  3rou  to  make  aiilwer  yourfeif ;  lor 
we  have  neither  heaid  from  you,  or  any  other  Apoftk,  fuch 
doArines.  But  this  dne  thing  we  know,  that  we  fiiilklvdly 
fetain  f^robferve)  wha^ver  we  learnt  from  you,  or  the  odier 
(Jpoftles.)  We  efteem  it  a  very  great  inftance  of  divine  com* 
paffion  to  us,  that  y9u  are  ftill  in  die  body  widi  us,  aiil  that 
we  may  again  hear  you,  (jn-  from  yon..)  As  foon  therefore  as 
may  be,  either  write  to  us  what  we  muft  ftedfaftly  bold  {ai 
truih)^  or  eife,  let  it  not  be  long  before  you  vifit  us  in  perfon. 

*  Vid.  Not.  in  Eplft.  Igaat*  ad  «  See  bU  R««iaefcs  wpcpi  the6 

Trail.  §.  84.  Anneiiian  Epiftle*,  in  Fabrit.  Cod. 

*•  Fabrit. Cod.  Apoc.Nc^.Tcft.  Apoc.  Ncw.Tdt.  Par.  3.  p.  68#. 

Par,  3.p,<67.  &p.^8s. 

We 
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We  bdieve  in  the  Lord^  md  that  he  fliewed  himfelf  in  a  ma- 
lii&ft  masaerj  and  has  delivered  us  from  the  hands  of  the 
«vil  one.  But  their  words  are  erroneous  j  for  they  fay,  there 
19  no  neceffity  of  reading  the  Prophets  ; .  That  God  is  not 
Almighty;  That  Aere  wiQ  be  no  refurredion  of  the  dead; 
That  flelh  is  tioK  by  any  means  made  by  God ;  That  the 
body  of  Jefus  Cfarift  UnS  not  born  <£  the  virgin  Mary ;  and 
laSly^  That  die  world  was  not  made  b^  Qod,  but  by  fome 
fliigeL  Endeavour  therefore.  Brother,  to  come  fpeedily  to 
us,  diat  die  dty  of  Corinth  may  continue  without  oiFences, 
snd  die  folly  {origMfitnct)  of  thofe  men  may  be  brought  to  a 
juft  contiempt  before  all*    Farewdl  in  the  Lord. 

The  EPISTLE  of  PAUL  to  the  CORINTHIANS. 

PA  U  L,  a  prifoner  of  Jefus  Chrift,  to  the  Brethren  at 
Corinth,  baraffed  widi  various  trisds,  greeting.    I  do 
not  at  all  wonder,  diat  ye  are  fo  foon  accofled  widi  fuch,who 
would  draw  you  afide  to  impiety.    For  as  our  Lord  Jefus  it 
about  Ib^i  to  haften  {or  perfed)  his  coming,  diere  are  [or  ra^ 
tber  will  be)  thofe,  who  both  change  and  defpiie  his  com- 
mandments*    But  I  from  die  beginning  did  teach  you  the 
very  fitme  diings>  which  I  received  60m  the  former  Apoflles^ 
who  had  conftant  converiation  widi  our  InOrd.    I  fay  dien^ 
that  our  Lord  Jefiis  was  born  of  the  virgin  Mary^  of  the  keA 
of  David,  according  to  that  which  the  Hdy  S^rit  fent  into 
her  by  the  Fadior  fifom  heaven  declared^  n&mely,  diat  Jefus 
Ihould  appear  la  the  world,  and  by^  his  fleih  ibould  work  de-* 
liverance  for  all  Aeih^  and  raife  us  again  from  the  dead ;  of 
which  refiurefiion  he  gave  us  &  plain  inftance  in  himielf* 
Fard)er>  it  isv  manifeft,  diat  man  was  created  by  the  Father, 
and  dierefore  not  fo  abandoned  to  mifery^  but  diat  he  fliould 
be  again  fought  alter  v^itfa  care  ;  for  he  was  fo  Ibught  after^ 
as^hat  by  a  filial  adoption  he  might  obtain  life.    For  God, 
who  is  th^  Lord  of  all,^aad  the  Father  of  our  Lord  Jefus 
Chrift^  firft  fent  Prophets  to  the  Jews,  to  difTuade  them  from 
dieit  finS)  and  incite  them  to  ri^teoitfiieis :  for  when  he  in-^ 
tended  the  ialvation  of  the  houib  of  Ifrael,  he  beftowed  his 
V01.L  L  Holy 
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Holy  Spirit,  and  fent  him  into  the  Prophets,  who  preached 
the  worfhip  of  God  not  liable  to  error,  and  the  birth  [ofCbrifl) 
for  a  very  long  time. 

I  fhall  not  here  enter  into  any  particular  criticifin  on  thefe 
two  letters,  no  mention  being  made  of  them  within  my  pre- 
fcribed  time ;  only  offer  to  the  reader,  who  is  curious  in  thefe 
things,  a  few  curfory  remarks  I  have  made  in  reading  them. 
As, 

Firft,  That  if  we  fuppbfe  St.  Paul  did  really  write  an  Epif- 
tle  to  the  Church  of  Corinth  before  either  of  thofe  now  re- 
ceived,  and  which  he  refers  to  in  the  words  ^bove  cited, 
I  Cor.  V.  9.  this  Epijile  here  tranjlated  cannot  be  itj  becaufe 
there  is  in  this  no  prohibition  of  ajfociating  with  fornicators^ 
which  is  fuppofed  to  have  been  in  the  other,  and  certainly  was 
in  it,  if  he  ever  wrote  any.  Hence  it  appears  either  to  have 
been  too  great  a  compliment  or  ovcrfight  in  Mr.  Wilkins, 
the  tranflator  of  thefe  Epiftles,  in  his  dedication  of  them  to 
Mr.  La  Croze,  to  defire  his  opinion,  whether  St.  Paul  did 
not  refer  to  thi^  Epiftle  of  his  in  the  foremcntioned  place. 

2dly.  This  Epiftle  under  the  name  of  St.  Paul  to  the  Co- 
rinthians, is  certainly  fpurious'y  becaufe, 

1.  It  is  not  mentioned  by  any  one  writer  of  the  prinutive 
Church  in  the  firji  four  centuries^  nor  indeed  by  any  Chri/iian 
author  iff  any  age  till  the  laji.  It  is  neither  quoted,  nor  placed 
in  ^ny  of  their  catalogues,  nor  read  in  any  of  their  Churches  ; 
and  therefore,  by  Prop.  Ill,  IV,  V,  VI,.  muft  be  judged  Apo- 
cryphal ;  as  alfo  becaufe  it  is  not  in  the  Syriack  copies  of  the 
NewTeftament,  Prop.  XV. 

2.  It  contains  things  contrary  to  thofe  which  are  certainly 
known  to  be  true^  and  therefore  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  VIII. 
Such  is  that  intimation  of  the  fecond  coming  of  Chrift  being 
very  near,  in  the  beginning  of  the  Epiftle ;  a  notion  which 
was  very  much  efpoufed  by  iomt  of  the  antient  hereticks. 
See  Dr.  Hammond  on  2  Theff,  \u  ;}• 

3.  //  contains  fever al  things  very  unlike  to^  and  different 
from  St.  Paul's^  known  way  of  writings  and  therefore  fpurious 
by  Prop*  XL  Such  for  inftance, 

lO  Is 
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X  •)  Is  the  iaiutation  in  the  beginning ;  Paul  a  prifoner*'''^ 
to  tbi  Brethren  at  Corinth'-''-^greeting\  a  phrafeology  not 
knourn  in  his,  or  any  of  the  firft  Chriftian  &lutations  in  their 
Epiftles.  ^ 

2.)  The  author's  declaring  that  he  received  what  he  taught 
them  from  the  former  ApoJiUs^  who  converfed  with  Chrift  j 
whereas  St.  Paul  verj  frequently  aflures  the  Churches  to 
wh<Hii  he  wrote,  and  particularly  this  Church  of  Corinth, 
that  what  he  preached  among  them^  he  received  not  from  men^ 
hut  by  immediate  revelation  from  the  Lord.  See  i  Cor.  xi.  23. 
and  Gal.  i.  12*  £ph.  iii.  2,  3. 

Thus  much  may  fuffice  concerning  the  fpurioufnefs  of  this 
Epiftle  under  St.  Paulas  name.  There  is  no  need  of  any  fudi 
remarks  on  the  Corinthians  Epiftle  to  Paul ;  fince,  if  it  were 
real  and  genuine,  I  know  no  claim  it  could  make  to  Canoni- 
cal authority.  Only  one  thing  I  cannot  forbear  obferving, 
which  is  a  very  clear  dete6lion  of  the  forgery.  They  defire 
Paul  to  be  very  fpeedy  in  vifiting  them  at  Corinth ;  whereas 
St.  Paul  was  at  that  time,  as  he  exprefsly  calls  himfelf,  a  pri* 
loner.  This  does  not  feem  very  coniiftent ;  for  fuch  a  deiire 
fiippofes  Paul  to  have  been  at  his  own  liberty.  I  ihall  only 
add,  that  Mr.  La  Croze  fuppofes  thefe  Epifties  forged  either 
in  the  end  of  the  tenth,  or  the  beginning  of  the  eleventh 
century. 


i*irf- 


C  H  A  P^    V. 

Tl)e  ASls  of  Andrew  received  by  the  EncratiteSy  Mantchees^ 
Apoflolicksy  or  ApotaHicks  and  Origenians^  difcujfedy  and 
proved  Apocryphal. 

A. 

IP  R  O  C  £  E  D  now  to  the  particular  examination  of  the 
loft  Apocryphal  books,  according  to  the  order  in  which 
they  are  placed  in  the  alphabetical  table  at  the  end  of  the  firft, 

L  2  Parti 
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Part;  and  fo  ihall  begin  with  that  antient  bocdci^hicbwasi 
called, 

The  ACTS  of  the  Apoftfc  ANDREW. 

3^S»TN  cotifidering  this,  ns  all  the  oth^  Apocryphal 
X  books,  the  method  I  purpofe  to  obtenre  is,  firft  tta> 
produce  all  and  ^very  thing  that  is  faid  of  them  by  the  antienC 
writers,  and  then  to  make  the  moft  (iiitable  reflexions  I  wu 

This  Book  is  mentioned  fvcdt  by  Eufebius  \ 


y(jiq  lnyiXyiTiots'ixojv  ft?  dui^ 
B^  fAVfifd,f\v  dya^ysTv  ^'^twcfV. 
flep^(a  ii  Ts-H  act]  q  rrf;  f^c^ 
€t(i)^  iF»D»  TO  %^^  TO  airo* 

i  T€  yudfm  xoM  n  twv  ly  au* 

d'oJo^ta;    diroiSaaroc,     on     in 

Ta  xo^oclxy.rioVy  aXX'  wV  aro- 


Books  publiihed  under  die 
name  of  the  Apoftles  by  here- 
ticks — — fucfi  as  the  Jt£fs  of 

Andrew which  are  never 

thought  worthy  to  be  cited  ia 
the  works  of  ai)y  eccleflafti^ 
cal  writer  who  taught  in  the 
Church*  Moreover,  the 
phrafeology  and  manner  of 
writing,  and  the  dodrine^ 
herein  delivered  being  very 
oppofite  to  die  orthodox  £iithy 
evidently  demonftrate  it  to 
have  been  the  forgery  of  here- 
ticks  ;  and  fo  not  only  to  be 
looked  upon  as  fpurious,  but 
to  be  utterly  rejeSed  as  ini^ 
pious  and  abfurd. 


2*  By  Phiiaftrius,  in  his  Account  irf"  the  Hereiy  which  he 

ftyles  Apocrypha  •»• 

Manichsei  Apocrypha   beati   >  The  Manichees  make  ufe  of 
Andreae  Apoftoli,  i.  e.  Aftus     the  A6b  of  St.  Andrew^  i.  e. 
q[uos  fecit  veniens  de  Ponto     thofe  Adli  which  he  made  (or 
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ui  Graeciam>  quos  confcrip- 
fenmttunc  fequentes  Apofto- 
]iiin ;  unde  &  habent  Mani- 
dueiy  &  alii  tales,  Andreae 
bead  &  Joannis  A£his  Evan- 
geliflsy  bead  &  Petri  fitniliter 
Apoftdi^.  &  Pauli  pariter  A- 
poftoli :  in  quibus,  quia  figna 
fecehmt  magna,  ut  &  canes 
&beftiae  loquerentur,  edam 
&  animas  hominum  tales  velut 
cannm  &  pecudum,  fimiles 
ampataverttot  efle  lueretici 
perditi» 


did)  in  his  journey  from  Pon-^ 
tus  to  Greece,  and  which 
thofe  Difciples,  which  follow* 
ed  him,  wrote ;  from  whence 
the  Manichees,  and  other  fuch 
fort  of  people,  have  theA<Sls 
of  St.  Andrew,  St.  John  the 
Evangelift,  as  alfo  the  A£te 
of  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul  the 
Apoftles:  in  which,  becaufe 
they  wrought  great  miracles, 
fuch  as  to  m^e  dogs  and 
beafts  to  fpeak,  thele  wretched 
hereticks  imagined  the  fouls 
of  men  to  be  like  the  fouls  of 
dogs  and  beafts. 


3»  By  Epiphanius,  difcoitrfing  of  the  Heredcks  calle4  £n«* 

cradtes  ^« 


ruirug,  r»Ti  Xtyo^ivm^   'Ay 


They  principally  made  ufe  of 
thofe  Scriptures,  which  are 
called  the  Ads  of  Andrew 
and  John,  and  Thomas,  and 
fomQ  other  Apocryphal  books, 
and  only  what  tliey  thought 
fit  of  the  books  of  the  Old 
Teftament. 


4-  By  the  fiune,  fpcaktng  of  the  Hercfy  of  tiie^poftolicks 
T8  IxxAiKTtarix?  iird^y^ovnq^ 


They  chiefly  depended  upon 
diofe  Scriptures,  which  are 
called  the  A£b  of  Andrew 
and  of  Thomas,  being  altxv- 
gether  different  from  the  Ca« 
non  of  the  Church* 


f  Hseref.  47.  $.  i.  ^  Hasref.  6x.  §,  i. 

L3 


S.By 


150  Tb0  A£ts  if  Jkiratii  Ap^prypbak         MftT  ix? 

5.  By  the  fame,  conccirniiig  the  vile  Hcrefy  of  the  Origc- 

'nians  ^ 

KfXfii'rai  i\  diTroy,^i(poii  t».     They  make  ufc  of  fcvcral  A- 

'c\,  |t^%r«   rxXi;  XtyoiJiiyMq    'pocryphal  books,  but  princi- 

ff       '  A  1"  ^        N    ~    V.       pally  thofe  which  are  called 

^  ^  the  Afts   of  Andrcwj^   and 

fomc  others. 

6.  ByPopeGelafius^ 

AAus  nomine  Andreae  Apof-     The  Ads  under  the  name  of 
toll  Apocryphi.  Andrew  the  Apoftle  arc  A- 

pocryphal. 

Thefe  are  aD  the  places  where  exprefs  mention.is  made,  of 
thefe  Afts  of  Andrew;  from  whence  it  is  eafy,  by  the  rules 
above  laid  down,  to  prove  they  were  fpurious  and  Apocryphsd, 
as  being  not  found  in  any  of  the  antient  catalogues  of  the  la- 
cred  books,  (Prop.  IV.)  nor  appealed  to  by  any  Chriftian 
writer,  (Prop.  V.)  nor  read  in  any  of  their  aflemblies;  (Prop. 
VI.)  but  on  the  contrary  exprefsly  condemned  as  an  impious 
forgery,  by  every  one  that  has  mentioned  them.  There  are 
not  indeed  any  fragments  of  this  book  now  remaining ;  yet 
it  feems  not  difficult  to  guefs  at  fome  things  contained  therein 
hythe  agreement  of  the  abovementionedbereticks  in  receiving  4fnd 
ejieeming  it  above  all  other  Scriptures.  This  camiot  be  fuppofed 
to  have  happened  by  mere  chance,  nor  by  any  other  means 
more  probable,  than  that  this  book  contained  fome  do<%rincs 
or  principles  which  were  very  conformable  to  the  fentiments 
of  thofe  differing  fe6ls*  What  their  opinions  were,  I  need 
not  here  lay  down ;  a  bare  cafting  the  eye  upon  the  accountSi 
which  Epiphanius,  in  the  places  cited,  and  Auftin,  in  his  little 
book  of  herefies,  gives  of  them,  would  be  almoft  fufllcient  of 
itfelf  to  make  one  queftion  the  authority  of  any  book  which 

*  Hoeref.  63.  §^  2.  Gratian.    Dlftinjft.    15.    et  apud 

I  Pecret.    dc  Apociyph.  apud      Concil.   Sanft.  Tom.  4..  p.  .1260. 

they 
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they  had  a  more  than  ordinary  efteem  for.  I  fhall  only  offer 
to  the  reader  the  obfervadons  I  have  made  concerning  the 
agreement  between  thefe  differing  feds,  and  then  leave  it  to 
his  own  judgment  to  determine,  whether  it  be  not  probable 
the  A£b  of  Andrew  contained  fome  doctrines  which  were  fa- 
vourable to  them  all.  The  feds  I  am  fpeaking  of  are  thofe 
above  mentioned^  the  Manichees,  Encratites,  Apotadicks,  or 
Apoftolicks,  and  Origenians,  who  all,  as  has  been  proved, 
efteemed  this  Apocryphal  piece  of  Andrew  aboye  other  Scrip- 
tures; and  theobfervations  I  have  made,  for  greater  clearnefs^ 
I  have  placed  in  the  following  table. 


TheAIanicbees 
ajferted<^ 

1.  Two  eter- 
nal principles 
of  aU  things, 
oppoute  to 
each  other> 
viz.  God  and 
the  Devil. 

2.Theun]aw- 
fulnefs   of 
marriage, 
and  efteemed 
it  as  bad  as 
fornication. 


3.  That  Jio 
perfonfhould 
at  any  time 
^at  flefh. 

4.  That  no 
wine  fbould 
be  drank.      | 


The  Encratites  af- 
fertedy 

1.  Two  princi- 
ples ;  one  of  the 
J[>eviJ,oppofiteto 
the  works  of 
God,  and  not 
fubjed,  but  fu- 
perior  to  him. 

2.  That  marriage 
was  of  the  Devil; 
reckoned  all  mar- 
ried perfons  as 
fornicators,  and 
admitted  no  mar- 
ried perfons  to 
their  commu- 
nion. 

3.  That  no  perfon 
fhould  eat  flefh. 


4.  The  fame. 


The  Apofto^ 
licks  J  or  Jpo^ 
ta^icksy  af" 
fertedy 


2.Theunlaw- 
fulnefs  of  all 
marriages  -, 
excluded 
their  commu- 
nion all  who 
did  marry. 


The    Ori. 

genians 
affirted, 


2.Thatno 
perfon 
fhould 
marry  j 
and  that 
they  only 
were  vir- 
tuous, 
who,  like 
Elijah, 
Elifha, 
andjohn, 
did  never 
marry. 


More  of  this  fort  may  be  feen  m  Epiphanius,  Haeref.  47, 
61,63,  and  ^^»  ^^^  in  AufUn,  de  H^refib.  ad  Quodvult. 
c.  25, 40,  42}  and  46. 

li  4,  Let 
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Let  now  any  impartial  p^rfon  judge,  whedier  it  be  not 
probable,  that  the  reafon  why  thefe  fevend  parties  and  fedb  did  fti 
mightily  efteem  the  Afe  of  Andrew,  was,  becaufe  Aey  found 
fome  of  their  peculiar  and  favourite  notions  therein ;  and^  if 
fo,  then  we  have  anotber  argument,  whereby  to  conclude  it 
Apocryphal,  viz.  that  it  contained  aflertions  contrary  to  thofe 
which  are  certainly  known  to  be  true  by  Prop.  VIII* 


y^py^i^— ^m^wp^-i     ]i    ■     Mijiii  i-t»iiim.tmiii|  HI  Migiw  I  j|^i^»"*W>*i>pf^)iW<»^»^WP<» 


C  H  A  P.    VI. 

Otbir  B99ks  under  the  Name  of  Andrew  confiderei:  thej/were- 
the  fame  with  the  JSis  rf  l^eucius.  The  Gofpel  QfjMrew.. 
The  Decree  of  Pope  Gelafius,  re  fating  to  jfyocrypbal  Booktj^ 

,  produced^  with  its  various  Le£Hons :  the  Jntiquitj  of  this 
Decree. 

Numb..  II.  Some  oth^r  Apocryphal  Books  under  the  Name 

of  the  Apoftle  ANDREW, 

IENTITJ^E  them  other^  aldiougl^  perhaps^  they  maj 
appear  to  have  been  the  fame  with  the  former,  bceauic 
they  are  not  mentioned  exprefsly  as  the  A£b  of  Andrew* 

Thefe  are  recorded, 

X.  By  Auflin,  confuting  the  anonymous  Author,  whom  h^ 
ftyles  Adverfarius  Legis  W  ProphetarumK' 

Sane  de  Apocryphis  rite  pofuit  He  hath  made  ufe  of  teftimo-t 

teftimonia,  quae  fub  nomini-  nies  out  of  fome  Apocr]rphat 

bus  Apoftolorum,   Andrew,  pieces,  which  were  writtea 

Johannifque  confcripta  funt ',  under  the  names  of  the  ApoT-* 

quae,  fi  illorum  eflent,  recepta  ties,     Andrew    and    John ;. 

efient  ab  Ecclefia,  quae  ab  il-  which)    if  they  were    trul; 

« 

•  Contra  Adv^far.  J-eg.  ^  Prophet,  lib.  i^  c*  4P. 

lorum 


lorum  temporibud,  per  Epif-  dieirs,  would  have  been  re-* 
coporum  fucceffiones  cerdffi**  cdved  by  die  Churdi,  wfaicK 
mas  vfque  ad  noftm  tempera  has  continued  under  an  anin* 
peffererat.  terrupted  fucceffion   of  Bi* 

0iop9  from  their  time  to  ours^ 

ti  By- Pope  Innocent  I  *, 

Caetera  auteoH  q\m  fub  no-  -  But  iit  reft  [of  the  books] 

mine  Matthias vel  fiib  no*    which  are  written  under  tht 

miae  Andre;9e>  qu^  a  Nexo^r  name  of  Matthias*— «or  un<» 
charide*&  Leonide  philofophis  der  the  name  of  An^dreW) 
fcripta  funt-  -  non  fdum  which  were  written  by  Nex- 
repudianda,  verum  etiam  no*  ocharides  and  Leonides.  th« 
veris  elle  damnanda«  philofophers,  are  not  -only  t^ 

be  reje<^ed|  but  condemned* 

I 

Whatever  the  fubje^l  of  thefe  books  was,  they  appear 
plainly  to  have  been  (purious  by  the  exprefs  teftimony  of  both 
thofe  who  mention  them.  Prop*  III,  IV,  V»  I  have  only  ta 
9dd,  that  perhaps  tfaefe  books,  as  alio  the  former,  viz.  tho 
Ads  of  Andrew,  were  either  whdly,  or  in  part,  the  fame 
wtih  the  A6ls  of  the  Apoftles  under  the  name  of  Leucius,^ 
which  I  ihall  particularly  confider  in  its  proper  place,  undeip 
the  Letter  L.  As  alfo  who  the  philofophers  Leonides  an4 
Nexocharides  (mentioned  in  this  Decree  of  Po$)e  Innocent,  a& 
^e  authors  of  this  book)  were. 

Numb.  III.  The  Gofpel  of  A  N  D  R  E  W  the  Apoftle. 

THIS  book  is  not  mentioned  by  any,  but  by  Gelafius 
in  his  Decree  ^ : 

His  Words  are, 

Evangelium  nomine  Andreae     The  Gofpel  under  the  name 
Apoftoli  Apocryphum.  of  Andrew  the  Apoftle  is  A- 

pocryphalit 

'' Decret.  Innocent.  I.   Epift^j.         ^  Loctcitat. 
^dfxupcr.  Tholof.  Epifcop.  c^7* 


154  ThiDecra  ofP^  Gelajius.  pARt*  ii. 

As  there  are  not  any  fragments  of  this  Gofpd  extant,  nor 
any  other  teftimonies  concerning  it,  it  is  impof&ble  for  us 
now  to  form  any  particular  idea  of  it^  either  as  to  its  real  au- 
thor or  contents.  It  is  probable,  it  was  iirft  forged  and  ufed 
by  the  (ame  Hereticks,  as  the  other  books  under  that  ApofUe's 
name ;  however,  it  is  eafy  to  prove,  it  never  was  reputed  to 
be  a  Canonical  book,  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  VI.  I  have  only  far- 
ther to  obferve,  after  Mr.  Fabritius  "*,  that  in  fome  copies  of 
this  famous  Decree  of  Gelafius,  there  is  no  mention  made  of 
this  Gofpel  under  Andrew^s  name ;  and  if  thefe  (hould  happen 
to  be  the  beft  copies,  it  will  then  follow,  that  there  never  was 
any  fuch  Gofpel  in  the  world. 

Having  occaiion  here,  as  I  often  ihall  hereafter,  to  make 
mention  of  this  Decree  of  Pope  Gelafius,  concerning  the  A- 
pocryphal  books  of  the  New  Teftament,  I  perfuade  mjrfelf^ 
it  vnll  be  a  very  excuiable  digrei&on,  if  I  give  the  unlearned 
reader  a  tranflation  of  the  Decree  itfelf,  as  iar  as  it  concerns 
any  books  which  fall  within  my  defign. 

The  DECREE  of  Pope  GELASIUS,  concerning  Apo- 
cryphal Books. 

1.  The  Travels  .under  the  name  of  Peter  the  Apoffle, 
which  is  alfo  called  the  Eight  B6oks  ^  of  St.  Clemens,  are 
Apocryphal. 

2.  The  Ads  under  the  name  of  Andrew  the  Apoftle  are 
Apocryphal. 

3.  The  KQs  under  the  name  of  Philip  the  Apoftle  are 
Apocryphal. 

4.  The  Afis  under  the  name  of  Peter  the  Apoftle  aj-e 
Apocryphal  ^ 

5.  The  A£ls  under  the  name  of  Thomas  the  Apoftle  are 
Apocryphal. 

*  Cod.  Apoc.  Nov.  Tcft.  par.  3.      nine,  others  tea. 
p.  516.  f  In  feme  copies  this  is  not  men- 

*  Other  copies  for  eight  read      tioned, 

6.  The 
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6«  TheGoTpel  underthe  name  of  Thaddseus  k  Aix>cryphal  ^^ 

7.  The  Gofpel  under  the  name  of  Thomas  die  Apoftlct 
which  the  Manichees  ufe,  is  Apocryphal. 

8.  The  Gofpel  under  the  name  of  Barnabas  is  ApocryphaL* 
9*  The  Gdpel  under  the  name  of  Bartholomew  the  Apoftk 

is  Apocryphal  K 

10.  The  Gofpel  under  the  name  of  Andrew  the  Apoftle  is 
Apocryphal. 

11.  The  Gofpels  corrupted  by  Lucianus  are  Apocryphal. 

12.  The  Go^ls  corrupted  by  Hefychius  are  ApocryphaL 

13.  The  Gofpel  of  the  Infancy  of  our  Saviour  is  Apocry- 
phal ^  • 

14.  The  Book  of  the   Nativity  of  our  Saviour,  of  St, 

Mary,  and  the  Midwife  of  our  Saviour,  is  Apocryphal* 

15.  The  Book  which  is  called  The  Shepherd  is  Apocryphal, 

1 6.  All  the  Books  which  Lentitius,  the  difciple  of  the 
Devil,  made,  are  Apocryphal. 

17.  The  Book  which  is  called  The  A£b  of  Theda  and 
Paul  the  Apoftle  is  Apocryphal. 

18.  The  Revelation  afcribed  to  Thomas  the  ^Apoftle  is 
'Apocryphal. 

19.  The  Revelation  afcribed  to  Paul  the  Apoftle  is  Apo« 
cryphal* 

20*  The  Revelation  afcribed  to  Stephen  is  Apocryphal* 

21.  The  Travels,  or  A£b  of  St  Mary  are  ApocryphaL 

22.  The  Book  called  The  Lots  of  the  Apoftles  is  Apocry« 
phal. 

23.  The  Book  called  The  Praife  of  the  Apoftles  is  Apo« 
cryphal. 

24.  The  Book  of  The  Canon  of  the  Apoftles  is  ApocryphaL 

25.  Thfe  Letters  of  Jefus  to  King  Abgarus  is  ApocryphaL* 

I  may  perhaps  have  occafion  hereafter  more  critically  to 
enquire  into  the  genuine  authority  of  this  Decree  of  Ge-i 

*  Other  cm)ic8  reaid  here.  The  The  Gofpel  of  James  the  Left,  and 

Gofpel  of  Matthias;  others  both  Peter. 
Thaidaeus  and  Matthias.  *  This  is  omitted  in  feme  copies. 

f  After  this,  forae  copies  have 

laiiuss 


155^  The  Gt^sl  tf  jfyiiUt:     '  #ART  A 

lafius ;  I  {ball  now  cinly  obfenre,  tfuit  it  is  general! j  agreed 
to  bo  very  antient,  and  by  moft  learned  men^  to  have  been 
formed  in  the  Council  of  Rome,  A.  C  494.  Thofe  who 
have  examined  the  manufcripts  tell  us,  that  in  fome  of  Ifaem 
k  is  afcribed  to  Damafus,  vfbo  lived  in  the  century  befbre 
Gelafius,  and  in  others  to  Hormifdas,  who  lived  die  century 
aftte:  virhence  Baluzius  feems  rightly  to  conjefhire,  that 
Pope  Damafus  began  the  Decree,  Gelafius  renewed  and  made 
(bme  additions  to  it,  aild  Hormifiias  afterwards  fiutfaer  en- 
larged and  confirmed  it'^.  It  is  true,  Bifhop  Pearlbn,  in  his 
celebrated  Vindication  of  Ignatins's  Epiftles,  attempts  to 
prove,  from  this  variety  of  titles,  that  the  Decree  is  jpurious, 
as  alfo  by  other  arguments ',  which  are  approved  by  Dr.  Cave, 
and  tr^nflated  into  his  excellent  Work  *"•  But  it  is  not  at  all 
ftrange  thefe  learned  men  (hould  reje£l  this  Decree,  when  we 
confider  it  as  dire£tly  oppofite  to  fome  notions,  which  they 
would  have  been  much  more  unwilling  to  part  with  than  thi^ 
Decreet 


4  • 


c  H  A  P.   vn. 

The,  Gtf^el  rfJpelkt:  hU  Agt  and  Principlef.    The  G^et 
.  according  to  the  Twelve  Ap^ksi  it  was  the  fame  with  tb^ 
Gofpelofthe  Hebrews* 

Numb.IV.  The  GOSPEL  of  APELLES*..     , 

THIS  Gofpel  is  not  mentioned  by  any  writer  till  Jerome, 
who  places  it  among  fcveral  other  Apocryphal  pieces  of 
the  New  Teftament,  whofe  words,  becaufe  I  (hall  frequently 
refer  to  them,  I  (hall  here  tranfcribe  at  length  *. 

* 

^  ^  Sec  Spanheim  Hift.  Chrift.  Se*  **  Vindic.   Ignat.    Par.  i.  c,  4» 

ciil.  V.  c.  8.  juxta  fin.  and  Dallxus  p.  41-,  &c. 

dc  Pfeudepig.  ApoftoK  1.  3.  c.  3,  "*  Hiftor.  Liter,  in G«laf. 

4,  &c,  *  Prai'at.  in  Comip.  in  Matth* 

Plures 


Plurcs  <uifie«  qui  £v^gelia 
lcripfenint»L9€a$  £vai^«lifta 
teftatur,  dicens,  quoniam  qui^ 
Jm  multh  ^^*  q^^  ^  4werfis 
aiuSoribus  f  edita,  diveiiarum 
liaerefiiim  iuare  principia,ut  eft 
illud  juKta.  ^gyptips,  &  Tbc>- 
inaai,&  Matthia[iv&  Bartho- 
Joi^aeum,  duodecim  quoque 
Apoftoloruniy  it  Bafilidis  at* 
que  ApelliSy  acf  reliquorum^ 
quae  enamearare  longiiSinuni 
eft:  cum  baec  tantum  im- 
praefentiarum  neceiTe  fit  di- 
cere,  extitifle  quoBam,  qui, 
fine  ipiritu  &  gratia  Det>  co- 
nati  funt  magis  ordinare  nar- 
rattoneiD)  quamhiftortae  tex- 
fpeyerkaieBw 


The  G^il  tf  Ap$lUs. 


The  {Ivflngdifi  Luke  dfh 
claresi  that  there  were  nuanjr 
who  wrote  Gofpels,  when  h^ 
(aySy  firefmuch  as  ma»y^  i^c. 
(c.  i.  ver«  i.)  which  being 
publifhed  by  vwious  authorr, 
gave  birth  to  fcveral  herefiei^ 
fuch  as  that  according  to  th^ 
Egyptians,  and  Thomas,  and 
Matthias,  and  Bartbolomew, 
that  of  the  Twelve  Apoftles, 
and  Bafilides,  and  Apelle% 
and  others,  which  it  would 
be  tedious  to  enumerate :  ia 
relation  to  thefe,  it  will  be 
enough  at  prefent  to  fay,  that 
there  have  been  certain  men, 
who  endeavoured,  without  the 
fpirit  and  grace  of  God,  r^ 
ther  CO  fet  fertfa  ibme  fort  o^ 
account>  than  to  publii]^  a 
true  faiftory* 


This*  Gofpel  1$  coniTderable^  as  it  appears  to  have  beeii 
received  by  fome  Chriftians  who  were  the  difciples  of  its  au- 
dior  in  the  latter  end  of  the  (econd  century*  Mr.  Fabritius 
fijppofes,  diat  ApeDes  did  not  write  any  new  difHn<£l  Gofpel, 
but  only  formed  one  out  of  the  true  and  genuine  Goipels^ 
Aat,  as  Marcioa,  he  might  be  thought  the  author  of  a  new 
Gofpel :  but  however  true  this  fuppofition  may  be,  it  Is  not 
worthy  of  any  great  note,  becaule  it  is  moft  certain,  that  moft 
of  the  Gofpels  which  the.Hereticks  made  ufe  of  were  formed 
out  of  the  true  and  genuine  Gofpels,  with  the  addition  and 
omiffion  of  what  they  thought  proper.  However,  it  is  evi- 
deht,  it  was  an  Apocryphal  piece,  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  VI.  aind 
inafmuch  as  Jerome  tells  us,  it  was  calculated  to  promote  the 
herefy  of  its  author,  it  piuft  neceflarily  be  fuppofed  to  have 
contained  aficrtioBS  contrary  to  thofe  certainly  known  to  be 

•    true. 


ts» 


The  G^lofibe  Twelve  ApoftUs. 


PART  If« 


true,  and  therefore  to  be  rejcded  by  Prop.  VIII.  Toconfihn 
which  obfervation,  I  (hall  here  give  fhe  reader  fome  ihort  ac^ 
count  of  Apelles  and  his  dodrines* 

He  was  a  difciple  of  the  famous  heretick  Marcion,  and  be- 
came famous  about  the  year  of  Chrift  i8o.  He  wrote  many 
impious  Tra£l$  againfl  the  (acred  Scriptures,  rgeded  both 
the  law  and  the  prophets,  maintained  there  was  oat  principle 
of  all  things,  who  was  the  good  God,  from  whom  proceeded 
the  evil  God,  who  made  all  things.  He  denied  the  refurrec- 
tion  of  the  dead,  and  publifhed  a  coIle£Uon  of  revelations^ 
ivhich  he  received  from  a  noted  ftrumpet,  whofe  name  was 
Philumene,  of  whidi  both  Tertullian  and  Eufebius  give  us  an 
account'',  as  ^o  OrigenS  Epiphanius'',  and  Auftin  of  the 
ot^er  particulars  ^. 


Numb.  V.    The  GOSPEL  according  to  the  TWELVE 

APOSTLES. 

CONCERNING  this  Apocryphal  piece,  unqueftionably 
very  antient,  we  have  an  account  given  us  s 

I.  By  Origen  ^ 


Ecclefia  quatuor  habet  Evan* 
gdia,  Hxrefes  plurima;  e 
quibus  quoddam  fcribitur  fe- 
cundum  ^gyptios,  aliud  jux- 
ta  duodecim  Apoftolos — -^ 
Legimus,  ne  quid  ignorare 
videremur,  &c. 


The  Church  receives  four 
Gofpels,  the  Hereticks  have 
very  many;  fuch  as  that  ac- 
cording to  the  Egyptians,  that 
according  to  the  Twelve  A^ 
poflles— Thefe  we  read, 
left  we  fhould  be  thought  ig- 
norant. 


*  De  Praefcript.  adverf.  Haeretic.  as-  in  Apell.    Sec  alfo  Dr.  Cavers 

c.  30. Hift.  Eccl.  1.  5.  c.  13.  .  Hift.   Liter,    and  Spanheim  Hift. 

«  Homil.  1.  in  Gen.  vi.  Chrift.  $ecul.  11.  c.6.  . 

^  Haeref.  44.  '  Homil.  in  Luc.'i.  i .  in  init. 

«  De  HxreC  ad  Quodvultd.  N. 


2.  By 


Cft AP.  VII.     7i<  Gofpil  of  tU  Twelve  ApoftUs, 


tsi 


%»  By  Ambrofe 


Multi  Evangelia  fcrlberecona- 
ti,  quae  b6ni  Nummularii  non 
probaverunt.  Unum  autem 
tantummodo  in  quatuor  libros 
digeftum  ex  omnibus  arbitra- 
ti  funt  eligendum;  ic  aliud 
quidem  fertur,  quod  duode- 
citn  fcripfifle  dicuntur.  Au- 
fus  eft  etiam  Bafilides  fcribere 
quod  dicitur  fecundutn  Bait- 
lidem— -Legimus,  ne  Ic- 
gantur ;  legimus,  ne  ignore- 
mu&;  legimus,  non  ut  tenea- 
mus,  fed  repudiemus,  &  ut 
fciamus  qualia  fint  in  quibus. 
Magnifici  ifti  cor  exultent  Al- 
um. 


iMany  have  endeavoured  to 
write  Gofpels^  which  the  Ca- 
tholic Church  hath  not  ap- 
proved, but  hath  determined 
to  make  choice  of  four  only. 
There  is  indeed  a  Gofpel 
fpread  up  and  down,  faid  to 
be  written  by  the  Twelve  A- 
poftles.  Bafilides  wrote  ano* 
thcr  called  by  his  name 
Thefe  we  read,  that  they  may 
not  be  read ;  we  read  thera» 
that  we  may  not  feem  igno- 
rant; we  read  them,  not  that 
we  receive,  but  rejeft  them, 
and  may  know  what  thofe 
things  are,  of  which  the  He- 
reticks  make  fuch  boafting. 


3.  By  Jerome,  in  the  paflage  juft  now  produced  ^.  He  rec« 
kons  the  Gofpel  according  to  the  Twelve  Apoftles  among 
thofe,  which  occafioned  hereiies  in  the  Church,  and  which 
were  wrote  by  men  deftitute  of  the  fpirit  and  grace  of  God, 
without  a  due  regard  to  truth. 

4«  By  the  fame,  in  his  Dialogues  againft  the  Pelagians  ^,  in-, 
troducing  Atticus  difputing  againft  the  Opinion,  That  the 
baptifed  could  not  fall  into  fin,  and  at  length  citing  this 
Gofpel  to  that  purpofe,  in  the  following  words : 


In  Evangelio  juxta  Hebraeos, 
quod  Chaldaico  Syroque  fer- 
mone,  fed  Hebraicis  Uteris 
fcriptum  eft,  quo  utuntur  uf- 

*  Comment,  in  Luc.  in  in  it. 

*  Sp?  above  Numb,  IV, 


In  the  Gofpel  according' to 
the  Hebrews,  which  is  writ-> 
ten  in  the  Chaldee  and  Syri- 
ack  language,  but  in  HebreW 


Lib.  3.  Epiil.  17.  in  Init. 


que 


|6l|  ^      fii  Otfpit  tf  Sarndau  .  pA^t  %U 

que  hodie  Nazareni,  fecun*  letters^  which  the  Nazarenes 
dum  Apoftolos,  five,  .tit  pie-  to  this  day  ufe  [and  is  called 
rique  autumant,  juxta  Mat-  the  Gofpel]  according  to  the 
fhaeum,  quod  in  Cxfarienfi  [twelve]  Apoftles^  or,  a^ 
bibliotheca  habeturs.  narrat  moil:  think,  according  to  Mat* 
biftoria,  &C4  thew,  and  which  is  in  the  li- 

brarj  of  Caefarea;  there  is 
die  fbllo^ng  hiftory,  jcc* 

I  omit  here  producing  the  fragments  of  this  Gofpel,  an^ 
making  any  critical  remarks  upon  it,  becaufe  I  fliaM  have  af 
more  convenient  place  of  doing  this,  when  I  come  to  dif* 
courfe  concerning  the  Gofpel  according  to  the  Nazarenes^ 
which  appears  very  evidently,  by  this  paflage  of  Jerome,  to 
have  been  the  very  fame  with  this  Gofpel  according  t6  the 
Twelve  Apoftlcs. 


CHAP.    VIII. 

An  Account  of  the  Gofpel  of  Barnabas^  mentioned  by  Pope  G^- 
lajius.  Two  fuppofed  Fragments.  Large  Fragments  of  an 
Italian  Gojpel  under  the  Name  of  Barnabas^  now  in  the 
Poffejfion  of  Prince  Eugene.  It  appears  evidently  a  late  Ma- 
hometan tmpojlure. 

Numb.  VI.  The  GOSPEL,  of  BARNABAS. 

'THHIS  Book  does  not  appear  tp  have  Men  within  the 
J-^  cognizance  of  any  of  Ae  Cfariftian  writers  rf  the  firft 
four  centuries ;  only  it  is  thus  mentioned  in  the  femous  De« 
crce  of  Pope  Gelafius  I.  above  produced,  Numb.  Ill-  The 
Gofpel  under  the  name  of  Barnabas  is  Apocryphal.  There  are- 
not,  I  believe,  any  fragments  of  it  extant,  at  leaft  not  wjthin 
my  time,  unlefs  that  be  fuppofed  to  be  one«  which  we.  find  in 

Clemens 


Gtemens  AkxaDdriinis  %  n^p  having  cited  tfaefe  words  of 
tbe  Pialmift  (?bL  czviij.  19,  aa)  OJ^ii  t9  me  the  gaUs  of 
rigiUoifnefsy  and  I  will  go  into  tbim^  and  J  will  praifi  tbt 
lArd.  This  is  tbf  gate  of  the  Lordj  into  whicb  tbe  righteous 
fiaUenferi  be  adds,  Barnabas  expounding  this  laying  of  tbe 
Pr^pbet^  tbusreafons: 

fffOikSv  Tp)fsM»  inoyMimj  i     Although  there  are  manygates 
^ix0Mtom«    fSri   cr»v,  i   h     opened,  righteoufiiefs  is  thaf 

^«   •  ..  a''  which  all  they  that  enter  fliall 

This  pailage,  attributed  by  Clemens  Alexandrinus  to  Bar- 
nabas, is  indeed  in  the  firft  Epiftle  of  Clemens  Romanus  to 
the  Corinthians,  §.  48.  and  therefore  Dr.  Grabe  ^  fuppofes, 
that  Clemens  Alexandrinus  was  miftaken  in  citing  it  out  of 
Barnabas,  becaufe  it  is  not  in  the  Epiftle  which  jgocs  under 
his  name  5  which  is  indeed  probable  enough,  n6t  only  becaufe 
Ae  p^e  is  cxa£Uy  the  (ame  in  Clement's  Epiftle,  but  be- 
caufe it  does  not  appear  that  any  Gofpel  under  the  name  of 
Barnabas  was  known  in  the  world,  either  in  the  time  of  Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus,  or  a  long  time  afterwards. 

The  learned  Dr.  Grabe,  out  of  an  antient  manufcript,  has 
indeed  produced  a  faying  attributed  there  to  Barnabas,  which 
he  fuppofes  to  have  been  taken  out  of  the  Gofpel  of  Barnabas, 
mentioned  by  Pope  Gelafiu^  \  The  fragment  is  this,  as  he 
has  given  it  us  out  of  the  thirty-ninth  Baroccian  manufcript 
in  the  Bodleian: 

B^ffltSflff  0  dTtofoXoi  ifjif  Barnabas  the  Apoftle  laith, 
*£»  «jU(XAa(f  TToyn^aTi  diXidw  He  who  prevails  in  unlawful 
T«fOf  0  vtjctferac,  t^*oT»  Ifl-Ef^*-  ^ontefts,  is  fo  much  the  more 
Tai  ixrxioy  Xyj^y  t?^  «>«fir«f.     unhappy,  becaufe  he  goesa^ 

way  having  more  fin. 

Stromat.  1.  6,  p.  646.  « ,Ibid,  p.  302,  303. 

"  Spjcjleg.  Patr.  torn.  1.  p.  303. 

Vol.  I,  M  Whediej 


Wlielti^  or  no  thtS  pdflkge  ii^'i^Uy  ftfr^iMifiat^oi^llie'aKt 
tietit  Apbct^phal  Oofpel  tuider-Wehame  of  Baribbte^r'^ni' 
to  me  very  uncertain-  -  The  sufh6r  of*e^  riiaAufcripy;' (nHifeih 
is  a  common-place  book  maic  aftrt  dicntodcfn  alp^abctidll 
manner)  docs  not  mention  the  name  rf  «nyXjbfpifliftc^ 
whence  he  took  it;  no;  has  the  Doftl^,  WhO  pk-odMos)^ 
given  any  rearons  to  fupport  his  conjeSure,  and  therefore  we 
may  as  fairiy  conclude  tl  to  have  been  ^ken  from  tbe  Epl£dfc 
under  the  name  of  Barnabas,  as  from  the  GoTpel}  and  dicugli 
it  be  not  ndw  to  be  ^ound  in  any  part  of  tbat  J^ptftk,  jtx,  1 
,  cannotfce  why  It  may  not  be  fuppofed  to  hav^  bceH  i?  thjit 
part  of  it  which  is  Ibft,  fmce  it  is  certain  we  have  it  now  not 
complete  ■ :  and  I  api  the  radier  apt  to  im^ine  this,  becaufe 
v/z  cannot, difcDver  apy  intimacieus  or  citations  of  this  Gofpel 
in  the  antient  writers,  whereas  the  Epiftle  was  well  Icnown* 
and  fre^uetitly  refctr«J  to.        _    .  ,  :■  -:,-  ■ 

I  can  fcacce  .fpll,  whether  it  be  worth  while  to  obfervc» 
that  Mr.  Toland,  in  liis  late  trifling  book,  which  he  calU 
NazareAus,  finding  it  v^  much  to  his  purpoTe,  endeavoiu^ 
-*0  confirm  the  afijrefaid  oonjeihire  of  Dr.  Gcabe  *.    He  tells 
us,  that  in  an  Italiau  manufcript,  wl^ch  he. law'  in  Holland* 
and  which  Is  now  in  the  library  of  Prince  Eugepe,  sntltled, 
illed  ChriS,  a  nnuPraphetfent  i>y,Ged 
>  the  relation  ef  Barnabas  the  Jp^U* 
he  found  the  pafl^c  (juft  abovepror 
ii  manufcript)  almoft  in  teuns,  and 
in  njtorc  than  one  place,    it  is  not 
e  ahy  remarks  concerning  this  pre- 
tended Gofpel  of  Barnabas ;   it  is  enough  to  obferve,  that  tC  it 
.ji^vwk-y  late^'nd  notorious  Mahometan  impc^ure,  as  af^jean 
Sufficiently  by  chefcri^iE-of  itJ  whidi  Mr.  Toland  has  pcoduoed, 
«nd  more  fuUy  by  the  largecitattons  out  of  it,  which  are  given 
■us'by LaMonnoyS  who  had  by  Baron  Hohendorf,  Prince 
,£ugene'«  adjutai^t-geneff),  the  fight  of  the  manufcripti  and 
as  he  feems  to  hare  given  a  more  j  uft  and  full  account  of  it 

*  Sre  Dr.  Man^*iKeniarks  on      piio.  ■  .      .  ; 

Mi. Toland*! Nazirenui, c.4.. p.it.  '  Animadverf.     ad    MmagUn. 

»  iiitntn.  c.  a.  p.!.  and  c.7.      apuSFabrtt. ton.  3.  p,  375. 


iOaU^Yitx^  Sum  Fragnunfs  thereof  *  263 

than^Mf*Tol^d,  (o  I  verily  believe  lie  bad  more  opportunity 
to  do  it  *•  It  is  probable  the  curiofity  of  fome  readers  may  be 
fuch^'as  todefire  thefe  fiagments  in  our  language,  for  whofe 
iake,  though  it  be  a  digreffion  from  my  propofed  method,  I 
ihall  ixiTert  them  here,  as  I  find  them  in  either  of  the  foremen- 
tioned  authors. 

The  title  is,  as  above, 

**  The  true  Gofpel  of  Jefus,  called  Chrift,  a  new  Prophet 
**  fait  by  God  to  the  world,  according  to  the  relation  of 
«  Barnabas  the  Apoftle  *»." 

The  firft  words  of  the.  book  are  thefe : 

<<  fiatrhabas,  an  Apoftle  of  Jefus  of  Nazareth,  called  Chrii^, 
^  to  all  thofe  who  dwell  upon  the  earth,  wifheth  peace  and 
^  confolationS 

**  He  decWeS  he  was  commanded  to  write  this  Gofpel ; 
**  reprefents  himfelf  as  one  of  the  ApofHes,  very  familiar  with 
**  Jefus  Chrift  and  the  Virgin,  better  inftrufted  than  Paul 
^  concerning  the  defign  of  circumcifion,  and^the  ufage  of 
*^  meats,  eidier  allowed  or  forbid  to  the  faithful. 

*^  He  afTerts,  the  infernal  torments  of  the  Mahometans 
**  Ihall  not  be  everlafting. 

^  Jefus  Chrift  is  never  called  any  more  than  a  Prophet  <*.' 

^^^  It  informs  us,  that  die  very  moment  the  Jews  were 
*•  preparing  to  go  and  take  Chrift  in  the  garden  of  Olives, 
**  he  was  taken  up  into  the  third  heavens,  by  the  miniftry  of 
^  the  four  angels,  Gabriel,  Michael,  Raphael,  and  Urier^ 
^  that  he  fhould  not  die  until  the  end  of  the  world,  and  that 


*  For  I  mucli  quejlibn  whether  imlier  avec  Jefus  Chrift,  &  avec  la 

Mk  Tdand  hady  or  made  much  ufe  Vierge,  mieux  inftritit  que  Paul  dti 

of  the  MS.  otherwife  he  need  not  merite  de  la  cirponcifion,  &  de  Ti^ 

have  been  obliged  to  have  tranflat-  fage  des  viandes  accord^es  ou  defen- 

"^  La  Moniioyy  eft'' ht  does  in  htt  dues  atjx  fideles.    On  y  voit,  que 

^l^ppendiat«,  iesp^csinfernalesdet  Mahometans 

^  Nazaren.  p.  15.  ne ieront  pas etemelles.  Jefus  Cbm 

«  Ibid.  n'y^^ft  appell^fimplement  que  Pi*o« 

'  Bamab€^  qui  fe  dvt  charge  it  phetef  J;^  Monnoy  loc.  cit.  p.  .376, 

r^toe,  y  pSk  ptotif  \m' Apotrc  fa-  377._\  u  /  .  "     ^ 

>  «r  -    *        ■ 

^  •  ^^    it 
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164  J  targe  Fragment  (fthe 

<*  it  was  Judas  who  was  crucified  inftead  of  fcim,  GoJFper- 
<<  mitting  that  this  traitor  (houUI  appear  to  the  eyes  of  ibe 
**  Jews  fo  very  like  to  Jefiis  Chrift,  Aat  they  apprehended 
^^  him  inftead  oF  him,  and  as  fuch  ck^iivered  hinj  to  PHate; 
**  that  the  refemblance  between  them  was  fo  great,  that  die 
**  Virgin  Mary  and  the  Apoftles  were  even  deceived,  but  Aat 
**  afterwards  Jefus  Chrift  had  obtained  ^f  God  premiflion  to 
**  come  and  comfort  them  ».*' 

What  pafled  after  this,  we  fliall  find  in  the  following  frag- 
ment, for  which  we  are  alfo  obliged  to  Mr.  Lft  Monnoy,  as 
well  as  the  former. 

A  large  Fragment  of  the  GOSPEL  of  BARNABAS*. 

**  The  Virgin  returned  to  Jerufalem  to^ljbiex  fWUb  ^ 

^  author  ( Barnabas  }^  J^mes  and  jQbns  upon  thr  A^e  id^y  in 

^  whichthedecreeof  the  high  priefl.ca,Qiefoi(h#  Th^Yixff^% 

^^  who  feared  God,  although  fhe  Jcnew  the  ixijufticj^  of  ,the^i^ 

prieft's  decree,  gavea^charge  to  all  her  particular  ,acjj.vainjt- 

ance  (or  family),  libat  they  would  foi^et  ber  Son*    3jut 

^  God,  who  is  acqqainted  withdie  teqiper.ofaJJ  oven's' minds, 

**  knew  how  we  and  the  mother  of  Jqfus  wcire  very  nufejgbJ^ 

^^  diftrefled  betwectn  fgtrrow  for  the  death  of  Judas  (wboi9  we 

^^  believed  to  have  been  Jefus  our  mailer)  and  exji^^ation^  of 

*^  feeing  him  rifen  again  from  the  de^d.  The  guardlajnangds 

^  therefore  of  the  Virgin  Mary  afcended  into  the  third  bear 

^^  ven,  where  Jefus  was  in  the  Ibciety  of  angeljs,  ,aj|ptd  related 

<^  to  him  all  the  aSatr.  ilereupon  JeCiis  iatreated  God,  that  ifi 

^^  lyould  permit  him  to  go  and  fee  his  mother  and  hisDifciples. 

"  Then  God,  being  merciful,  commanded  four  of  his  /noft 

^  beloved  angels,  viz.  Gabriel,  Michael,  Raphael  4md  Urid, 

**  that  they  fhould  carry  Jefus  to  his  mother's  houfe^  and 

"  there  be  his  guard  for  three  fucceilive  days*  and  fufl&r  no 

*^  perfons  to  fee  him,  who  did  not  believe  his  do£trixie.     So 

*  La  Monnoy  loc.  cit.  p.  376,      tliis  EngUfl^  tranAation  to  fojjow 
377. .  and  depend  upon  the  Latin  one  of 

^  Not  underftanding  thoroughly      Mr.  Fabrltius* 
the  Italian  itfelf,  I  am  obliged  in 

«  Jefus, 


^  Jrfuiy  cneifded  with  glory,  atmc  into  the  parlouf » wherein 
<^  were  Mary  ^  Virgin,  widi  her  two  fifters,  Martha,  with 
^  l/bty  iAstgiaittif  Lazarus,  with  the  author  (JBarnabas),  and 
^  Johi^  with  James  and  Peter ;  who^  when  they  (aw  him, 
^  fell  down  on  the  ground  atmoft  iczA  WiA;  Ae  furprife. 
^  Whereupon  Jefus,  lifting  up  bis  mother  and  the  reft  of 

*  diem  from  the  ground,  £ud,  Fear  noty  for  I  am  Jifus  % 
^  mourn  noty  for  I  am  alive^  and  mt  dead*  But  ilill  they  all 
^  flood  perfe£Uy  ailonifhed  at  the  fight  of  Jefus,  whom  they 
^  really  believed  to  have  been  dead.  At  length  the  Virgin 
^  very  mournfully  addreffed  herfelf  to  him,  and  faid,  /  be^ 
*'  feech  y$Uy  myfin^  bow  came  it  to  pafsj  that  fince  God  had 
^  given  you  power  rf  raifing  up  the  dead  to  lifoy  he  Jhouldper^ 
<*  mt  you  to  hi  Jo  betrayed  to  deathy  to  the  difgrace  of  your  re-* 

*  lations  and  friends  ^  as  well  as  the  reproach  of  your  doSfriney 
<^  inafrmeb  as  all  that  had  any  kindnefs  for  you  were  aftonijbed 
**  evin  abn^  unto  death  f  Then  Jefus  emfai^ctng  his  mother, 
^  faid.  Believe  me^  mf  mother ^  fan  I  pofitively  affirm  that  I 
^  was  never  deady  for  God  has  referved  me  even  to  the  end  of 
^  the  world.  When  he  had  thus  &id,  he  defired  the  four  an-* 
^  gjAs  that  diey  would  fhew  themfelves,  and  teftify  how  the 
^  whole  affair  was  managed.  The  angels  then  appeared  like 
<^  four  funs  in  their  greateft  brightnefs,  whereupon  they  all 
*'  Ibll  down  again  upon  the  ground  at  the  furprize,  as  perfon9 
"  that  were  dead.  Then  Jefus  gave  them  four  linen  cloths^ 
^^  that  being  covered  with  them,  his  mother  and  the  reft  of 
**  the  company  might  be  able  to  bear  the  fight  of  them,  and 
^  hear  them  fpeak.  Lifting  them  then  all  from  the  ground, 
^  he  encouraged  them,  and  faid,  Thefe  are  the  minijiers  of 
^  Gody  Gahrielj  who  carries  and  delivers  the  fecret  mejfages 

*  of  God  I  Michaely  who  battles  againft  the  enemies  of  Gody 

*  Raphael^  who  takes  charge  of  the  fouls  of  them  who  die  y 

*  Vriel^  who  on  the  lajl  day  Jhall  gather  all  to  judgment. 
**  Then  the  angels  declared  to  the  Virgin  (that  which  God^ 
**  had  commanded  them  by  Jefus)  how  that  Judas  was  tranf- 
^  formed  [into  the  likenefe  of  Jefus]  that  fo  himfeif  might 

*  fuffer  the  pontfhment,  which  he  defigned  to  have  brought 
"  upon  another.  Hereupon  the  author  (Barnabas)  fpake, 
4     .        .    .  M  3  "and 


>66  AlargiFrdgnuAifthi^       «''inmr«D 

^  and  (aid,  Mafter,  may  I  have  tbifame  ItUhf  rffrgpifiig  H 
<<  qutftion  to  you  now,  which  I  berftofore  had  when  y^u  €9f^ 
<*  verfid  With  us?  Jefus  anfwered,  Barnabai,  pr^p^iwhdt 
^  queftions  you  have  a  mndj  and  I  will  reply  to  them.  Tht 
^  author  (  Barnabas)  then  (aid,  O  my  majier^  fince  Gedii  mer'* 
^^  cifulf  why  would  hefo  torment  us,  and  make  us  to  believe- you 
f^  were  really  deady  and  your  mother  to  grieve  almo/l  to  death  f 
^<  Jnd  as  to  yourfe^y  who  are  the  holy  one  of  God,  why  would 
"  God  permit  you  to  he  brought  under  fuch  disrate,  a^  though 
^^  you  had  been  executed  with  felons  in  mount  Calvary  ?  Jefu9 
•*  anfwered,  Oh,  Barnabas^  believe  me,  every  Jin,  though  it  be 
"  afmall  one,  is  very  feverely  punijhed  by  Gody  to  whom  it  if 
**  offenfvde,  Inafmuch  therefore  as  my  mother  and  my  faithful 
<*  difciples  loved  me  with  fome  mixture  of  earthly  love,  tho  rights 
5^  eous  God  was  pleafed  now  topunijh  them  for  that  love,  that 
**  they  might  not  hereafter  fuffir  for  it  in  the  flamee  rf  bell. 
**  And  as  for  my  part,  although  I  lived  a  very  Uamelefs  life  in 
^  the  world,  yet  fince  mem  called  nu  God,  and  the  fin  of  God ^ 
*^  //  pleafed  God,  in  order  to  prevent  my  being  mocked  by  devils 
^  in  the  judgment  day,  that  I  Jhould  fuffer  difgraco  in  ibis 
^  world  by  the  death  of  Judas,  all  men  being  perfuaded  thai  I 
•*  really  died  on  the  crofs.  Wherefore  this  reproach  fiatt  loft 
^  tiU  the  coming  of  Mahomet,  who,  when  he  JhaU  come  into  the 
^  world,  will  deliver  allthofiwbo  believe  the  law  of  God  from 
U  this  error.** 

In  another  part  of  this  Gofpel,  Mahomet  is  exprefsly 
named  for  the  Paraclete  or  Comforter  promifed  to  come^ 
John  xiv.  i6|  26.  and  xvi.  7.  and  in  ieveral  places  foretold 
as  the  defigned  accompliiher  of  God's  oeconomy  towards  men» 
It  is,  in  fhorty  fays  Mr.  Toland*,  the  antient  Ebionite  or  Na« 
zarene  fyftem,  as  to  the  making  Jefus  a  mere  man  (thoftgh  not 
with  them  the  fin  ofjofeph,  but  divinely  conceived  by  the  P^rgim 
Mary),  and  agrees  in  every  thing  almo/i  with  thefibeme  of  our 
modern  Unitarians,  excepting  the  bijlory  of  his  death  and  refur^ 
re£iion,  about  which  a  very  different  account  is  given  from  that 
in  our  Gofpels^  but  perfeSily  conformably  to  the  tradition  of  tho 

■  ■  Nazaren.  p.  16. 

V.  Mahometans^ 


^ca^  a^tk^t  /'^U^  Jlipping  through  the  bands  ^the  Jews, 
^jfiiaiJ^dr^erwar-ds  to  bis  Difcipks^  ami  then  was  tak^n  int9 


r 


'-'-'tlie-Taftwordsof  Ai'sGofpelareS  ^   ^ 

'  .?  Jefus  being  gone  (into  hfaven})  the  Difciples  fcattered 
~^\  themfelves  into,many  parts  of  Jfrael,  and  of  the  reft,  of  thfe 
^^  ^orld^  and  the  truth  being  hated  of  Satan  was.  perfecuted 
**  by  falfehcMod,  as  it  ever  happens.  For  certain  wicked  men, 
^  imder  pretence  of  being  Difciples,  preached  that  Jefus  wa^ 
^'  dead,  and  not  rifen  again  \  others  preached,  that  Jefus  was 
^f  truly  dead,  iand  rifen  again ;  others  preached,  and  ftiU 
**  ^continue  to  preach,  that  Jefus  is  the  Soi>  of  God,  among 
**  which  perfons  Paul  has  been  deceived.  We  therefore,  ac- 
*^  cording  to  the  nteafure  of  our  knowledge,  do  preach  to 
^  thofe  who  fear  God,  to  the  end  they  may  be  faved  a^  th^ 
^  laft  day  of  his  divine  judgment    Amen.    The  end  oJT  the 

I  believe  every  impartial  reader,  upon  a  bare  view  of  thefe 
fragments,  will  be  foon  per(uaded  to  conclude  this  fome  late 
Mahometan  forgery,  and  therefore  could  not  be  the  Gofpel 
under  Banu^as's  name  which  is  r^e£ted.  |>y  jPppi?  Gelafius; 
nor  need  I  make  any  farther  .iremarks  upon  it«  or  Mr.Toland's 
unfair  conclufions  from  it.  This  is  very  well  done  by  Dr. 
Mang^i  onp  thiiig  only  falls  in  my  way,  becaufc  it  relate^ 
to  die. pdiT^e  which;  is  above  produced  out  of  the  Baroccian 
mamiicriptt  Mr.  Tol^nd  affirms,  be  found  it  almo/i  in  terms  in 
this  Mahf/mftan  Gofpel  of  Prince  Eugene  j  and  the  fenfe  there  in 
mre  places  than  one^  which,  as  he  fays,  made  him  believe  this 
to  be  the  fame  with  the  Qofpel  a^cientfy  attributed  to  Barnahai^ 
^ugh  interpolated.  iA  ftrange  inference  indeed!  .  Becaufe 
thefe  words  are  in  a  Gofpel  evidently  the  c<»jipofur&  of  fome 
late  Mahometan,  under  the  name  of  Barnabas,  therefore  ihi9 
Gofpel  muft  bf  as  old  as  Gel^i|s's  time  at  leaii;  i.  o«  a  hunM 
dred  and  fifty  years,  or  more,  before  the  Mahometan  religion 
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•  Nazaren.  p.  22* 

M"  4  was 
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'i6S  '  jf  Qjijeauri  comirHing  ibt       '     lAlttfll* 

ivas  known  in  die  world.  But,  for  my  part,  I  canhot  but 
declare  my  fufpicion,  that  there  is  nb  fidch  pdEif^  a$  fhU  in 
the  Italiati  Gofpelj  foi-,  had  ft  really  been,  Mr.Tolahd 
would  not  have  omitted  that  which  he  thought  fo  much  to  hts 
purpofe ;  and  therefore  confidering  that  writer^s  frequent  un* 
fiiirneis  in  sdl  his  writings,  and  his  numerous  attempts  to  im* 
pofe  upon  hts  readers,  where  he  thinks  he  can  fafely  do  it ;  I 
do  not  at  all  wonder,  that  Dr.  Mangey  does  With  the  utmoft 
afTurance  affirm,  that  his  omitting  thi^  paiTage  is  a  ftrong  pre- 
funiption  that  it  was  not  in  his  copy,  and  that  he  has  hot  ^iven 
fo  good  proofs  of  his  ingenuity  or  (kill  in  this  matter,  as  to  be 
believed  upoii  his  own  bare  aifertion.  Mr.  Toland  cannot 
think  it  hard,  that  any  one  ihould  believe  this  charge  of  the 
Doflor  againft  him  -,  becaufe  in  his  Anfwer  he  has  not  laid 
one  Word  to  juftify  himfelf  in  this  matter,  nor  to  clear  his  re- 
putation, attacked  fo  feverely,  and  in  fo  tender  and  valuable  a 
part.  .   '         '■,'•'.' 

--  -       -  V-^P^-^. . — li 


t 


f ' 


1 


H 


CHAP.    IX. 

"J  ConjeSfure  concerning  the  true  Original  of  the  Go/pel  of  Bar^ 
nabasyfrom  a  Hijlory  in  the  fifth  Century. 

AVING  in  the  preceding  chapter  given  fome  account 
of  the  Gofpel  of  Barnabas,  I  ihall  clofe  it  with  a  con- 
je£hire  concerning  its  true  original,  which  I  found  upon  a 
known  Hiftory  in  the  fifth  century  related  by  Theodorus  Leci 
tor",  Nicephorus •*,  Suidas%  and  others,  to  this  purpofe: 
«  That  in  the  reign  of  the  Emperor  Zeno,  the  reiids  of  Bar- 
**  nabas  the  Apoftle  and  companion  of  Paul  were  fotirid  in 
•*  Cyprus  under  a  tree  called  Ceratia  **,  and  upon  the  breaft  the 
•*  Gofpel  of  Matthew,  Wrote  with  Barnabas's  own  hand,  an 
**  account  of  Which  the  iidiabitants  of  Cyprus  prevailed  \n  their 

•  Collegian.  1.  z.  in  ipfo  init.  *  I  know  not  how  to  tranflate  the 

^  Hift.  Eccl.1.  1 6.  c.  37.  Greek  Kfp«T»«,  and  therefore  have 

«  In  voc.  el'im,  put  the  original  name. 

*  ^  conteft 


<<  toBiei  Irtcb  die  BUbop  of  Ao^dif  that  dim  ovrd  melio* 
^  polls  fliould  have  an  independent  Biihop,  not  fabjeA  to  the 
«^jsrifilfftk^adf  Amddeft.  HwbbokwascahicdtodieEm. 
^<  ^fctcfCi  aiid  ^Hlry  highly  tfteemed  by  him^  and  put  under  % 
^  crown  in  Ins  pAatt"  Ndiv  I  (kj^  whether  this  is  a  tnie 
r^fien  tf  fiid^  or  edierwift,  it  feems  deariy  to  intimate  to 
os^  wtflft  tttit  6^01^  v^,  which  ymkt  under  the  ni(me  of 
^h^Aas  ijt  til^  ii&e  6f  Po]^  Odafins,  viift.  diat  it  was  no 
«^r  fiito  fom^  ihteirpdlated  6omip«ed  Go^l  of  St^Matchewi 
It  dfe  Aft  iit^  tr^  iitorlh)h|  cart  be  more  r^afenably  fiq^ 
|K)filMi|  diaik  driit  Ats  bboi:  fttoidd  aftdrwards  be  called  the  Oof* 
pel  oF  Barhabies ;  becaikfe^ 

I.  The  book  is  faid  to  be  written  with  Barnabas's  own 
hand. 

•  a*  It  perhaps  was  a  tranfladon  of  St.  Matthew,  made  by 
Barnabas  into  Latin,  or  the  peculiar  dialed):  of  Cyprus.  The 
Hiftory  informs  us,  that  it  was  laid  up  in  the  Emperor's  pa* 
lace,  and  fomething  read  ont  6f  ii  ^t  certain  ieafons  of  the 
year*. 

3.  By  virtue  of  diis  book,  vrtiich  received  its  virtue  from 
Barnabas,  the  Cypriiuis  cfarried  their  pdnt  agatnft  the  claim 
of  die  j^ihdp  of  Ant}6ch  for  fuperilitendency.  All  Which  laid 
togedier  (eems  to  indmate  very  plainly,  that  this  book  would 
afterwards  be  called  by  die  name  of  Barnabas,  which  was 
really  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel. 

Nor  does  the  cafe  after,  if  we  fuf^pofe  this  a  fi£Uon  of  the 
priefts  of  Cyprus ;  for  if  die  bodk  really  was  a  forgery,  all  the 
iame  things  are  fuppofed,  and  though  they  really  did  not  find 
the  reli£b  of  Barnabas,  yet  fome  book  they  certainly  produced, 
aiid  then  all  that  was  faid  in  the  former  cafe  may  as  well  be 
faid  here,  and  the  fame  reafons  be  affigned,  why  this  Gofpel 
of  St  Matthew,  pretended  to  be  found  upon  the  breafl  of 
Barnabas,  ihould  go  under  the  name  of  Barnabas,  as  if  it  had 
been  really  found  there. 

That  which  confirms  me  in  the  preceding  conjecture  is, 
that  we  have  no  mention  at  all  of  any  fuch  Gdfpel  before  this 

•  I  regaid  not  Sigcbertus's  iingle  ftbry,  that  the  book  was  Hebrew. 

time; 


»t« 


A  BMltnd$r  Bm^knifufrN^^    .ilWWii 


QdafittS'  j^xtJhiiEUr;  jnd 


time ;  but  >  immediatd]^  «ftsr» 
condemns  it«.  ! '/     .    ,   .  ^   - 

Since  tbe  firft  writing  of  diis  chapter,:  I  tetc^  the  pleafur^  to 
obienre»  Dr.  Mangey  has  %  conje£liif  e  very  near  the  ianae  with 
iSoM  of'  mine  ^«  But  I  think  his  opinion  lies  under  this  diffi* 
coIty»  diat  it  fuppofes  the  book  pretended  tp^]b^  found  onBaraa. 
bas's  breaft,  to  be  really  St.  Matthew's  Godpel  (for  fopne  book 
ihere  muft  be  produced),  and  yet  the  very  i^ni^fwhicb;  was- af- 
terwards condenmed  in  the  Council  at  Rome  by  the  Decref 
attributed  to  Gelafius,  under  the  name  of  Barnabas^  as  Apo* 
cryphaL  But  to  lay  no  more  of  this  Gofpel;  wbs^ever  it 
was,  it  is  certain  it  never  was  a  Canonical  book,  by  Prop* 

iy,v,vL  ,. •      ,    ■.,..  .,  i'..  ■ 


C  H  A  p.    X. 

A  Book  under  the  Name  of  Bartholomew^  mentioned  by,  the  fup^ 
pofed  Dionyjius  the  Areopagite^  proved  fpurious.  Tie  Gofpel 
ef  Bartholomew  :  it  feems  to  have  been  the  fame  which  was 
found  by  Pantanus  in  the  Indies  in  the  fecond  Century^  and 

.    no  other  than  the  Gofpel  of  the  Naxarenes. 

Numb.  VII.    A  Book  attributed  to  BARTHOLOMEW 

the  Apoftle. 

THAT  there  was  formerly  fuch  a  book,  I  gadier  from 
that  antient  book  which  goes  under  the  name  of  Diony- 
fius  the  Areopagite,  who  is  in  facred  Hiftory  related  to  havef 
been  one  of  St.  Paul's  converts  at  Athens  ^.  The  paflage  I 
refer  to  is  that  in  the  begining  of  his  firH  book  of  Myftical 
Divinity  '*. 


•  The  Emperor  Tkno  reigned 
^including  his  exile)  from  the  year 
of  Chrift  474,  to  the  year  49  x .  G e* 
lafius'^s  Decree  is  commonly  dated 
m  the  year  494. 


^  Remarks  on  Nazanen.  c.  3.  p« 

i4»  15- 
«  A61.  xvii.  34. 

^  Dt  Myftic.  Thcol.  1. 1.  e.  j. 

OuTOf 


OSri»'yi9  o  ^^ffiflfk^aXo^    Thedivihe  Butholbknewlath' 

p^aTfr  ««itn;  icu)  ■Brixxiir  rJ^  4>ofen  to  this  pnrpgfe  5  v«.^ 

b.  J    'r    \y  ^      <  »-^^  /  .  That  diyinity  is  both  copious* 

/  %    \    •     r^                \  andcoadfe;  ttiat  the Gofpel 

A    /     '  '    \    Vtv  ^  ^^^  broad  and  large,  and 

'*  It  may  i^rhaps  be  imagined  by  iome,  as  the  the  old  Greek 
fcholiaft'  of  Dionyfius  thought^  that  this  was  not  a  citation 
out  of  any  book  of  BartholoitieV,  but  only  a  fentence  of  his 
prefenred  by  tradition :  but  this  feems  very  improbable,  be* 
caufe  the  author  of  die  books.  Which  are  ilow  extimt  under 
the  name  of  Dionyfius  the  Arj^Opagite,  lived  at  fo  great  a 
diftance  from  the  Apoftles'  time.  The  learned  Daille  has 
largely  ^  demonftrated  the  fpurioufnefs  of  the  book,  even  to 
tjhe  fatisia£tiqn  of  his  great  adverfary  Biihop  Pearfon  \  and^ 
I  think,  of  all  learned  men;  though  that  prelate  difapproves 
of  Monfieur  Daille's  making  the  writer  fo  very  late  as  die 
year  520,  and  has  made  it  evident  that  he  wrote  about  die 
&me  tinie  as  Eufebius  $  and  therefore  diis  paflage  becomes 
confiderable  here,  filing  within  the  fourth  century*.  But 
whichfoever  of  thefe  periods  we  affix  to  this  pretended  Dio- 
nyfius, it  is  hardly  probable  fuch  apafiage  (hould  be  prefer ved 
in  memory  &>  long;  and  therefore  either  this  author  forged 
this  fentence  out  oS  his  own  brain,  which  he  afcribed  to  Bar- 
tholomew, and  found  it  in  no  book,  which  Mr.  Daille  fup« 
pofes  ^y  or  elfe  he  took  it  out  of  fome  piece,  faid  to  be  the 
writing  of  that  .  Apoftle.  Sixtus  Senenfis  S  Dr.  Grabe  ^, . 
and  fome  others,  fuppofe  it  to  be  taken  out  of  the  book  en-: 
tided  The  Gofpel  of  Bartholomew^  concerning  which  opinion  I 
am  not  able  to  determine ;  nor  indeed  is  it  of  any  great  ac« 
count,  whence  the  author  of  fo  grofs  a  forgery  made  his  cita- 
tions ;  I  (hall  only  obferve,  that  the  language  of  the  frag- 
ment is  no  way  like  the  language  of  the  Apoftolick  age  \  for 

*  De  Pfeudepig.  Dionyf.  Areo-  *  Lib.  cit.  c.  17.  ininit, 

?&£*  lib.  1.  '  Biblioth.  Sana.  1.  z.  p.41. 

^  Vindic.  Ignat.  Epiftol.  Par.  x.  •  Spicileg.  fatr.  torn,  i .  p.  iz8» 
<ap»  xo.  in  init. 

inftance, 


iilflttaee^  Ae  ^rd  euKtyict  {Tbtobgf)  was^in  Aat  early  tifto 
unknowiiy  and  did  not,  t31  of  a  long  time  dftoT^  come  in  ufe 
in  die  Church,  and  as  tins  word  eiop^oy^  being  conflantlj  uled 
ih  ids  bo6k  imder  the  nabte  of  Dionyfius,  does  fufficiently 
drmonftcaie  rt  to  be  d  forgery  of  times  much  later  dian  diofe 
of  the  true  Dionyjius  rfAtheHi^i  fo  a  firtiofi  does  the  word 
Bto>ioyi»  prove  this  writing  under  the  name  of  Bartholomew  to 
be  much  later  than  die  time  wherein  the  true  Bartholomew 
lived.  It  is  dierefore  to  be  judged  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  X^ 
Jtll.  as  well  as  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  VI. 

Numb.  VIII.  The  GOSPEL  of  BARTHOLOMEW. 

This  is  mendoned, 

I.  Bv  Jerome^:  Marty  have endea^omredj  fyyiht,  without 
the  grace  and  fpif  it  of  Gody  to  fet  forth  Gofpeh^  among  which 
h  thai  under  the  nume  rf  Bartholomew. 
'  1.  By  Pope  Gelafius  * :  7fe  Gofpel  under  the  name  of  Bar^ 
ikohfheiv  the  Apbjtie^  is  JpocryphaL  Th^re  is  titit  any  odicr 
expr^fs  mention,  that  I  know,  of  chts  book;  ib  that  it  is  evi- 
dbndy  td  be  reckoned  anion^  the  Apocryphal  ones,  by  Prop. 
IV,  V,  VL 

There  are  not  arty  fragments  extant  of  this?  bode,  unfefs, 
^  I  aril  inclined  to  fliirik,  it  was  the  Very  fame  vWth  dte  Gof- 
pel (rf  St.  Matdiew,  which  the  Hebrews  or  Na^arenesr  made 
ufe  of.  The  reafon  of  ttiy  conje<^ure  ii,  the  accotmt  we  have 
both  fr6m  "  Eufebnis  *^  and'jetome*,  V\t.  That  Pantanas^ 
being  fent  by  Demetrius  Bijhop  of  Alexandria  to  preach  fhe 
Gofpel  to  the  Indians ^  at  the  requeft  of  their  ambaffadors^  tvhen 
he  'Came  among  them^  found  that  Bartholomew^  one  of  the  twelve 
Apofilesy  had  predched  the  Gofpel  among  them  before^  according 
to  the  Gofpel  of  St.  MaitheWy  which  he  left  there  in  Hebrew 
charaSfers  5  andy  as  Jerome  adds,  brought  it  back  with  Mm  to 

*  Dr.  Grabe,  ibid.  above.  Num.  III. 

b  Prarfat.  in  Comm.  inNtatt.See  **  Hiftor.  Ecclef,  1.  5.  c.  10. 

the  parage  at  hrge  above,  Num.  ly.  *=  Cataiog.  Vii-g.  Illultf.  in  Pan- 

•  *=  Ijfi  his  DeciVei  ^^e  it  at  large  tfen. 

Alexandria. 


CHAF.xf.  proved  Ubi  fpuri9tt$,  ^f^ 

MiSfmtdriti*  Now  Ats,  I  (ay,  ^eems  4o  tne  to  have  been  .i&k 
l9ook  afterwards  called  The  Orfpel  9/ Bartb^limuw^  otAjAhvtt 
it  had  fuffi^red  many  interpelacions  and  additions.  For  it  ean- 
not  be  tboif^t  toiprobable,  that  Aofe  who  heard  St.  Bartho- 
lomew preach  ever  and  explain  4hi«  Gofpd  <o  them,  ihould, 
after  his  departure,  rather  call  it  by  his  name,  wfa^n  €hey 
knew,  than  Ac  name  of  Matthew,  whom  they  knew  not. 
Befides,  if  we  may  credit  Nicephc^us^,  he  aflures  us,  that 
Sartbobmew  dilated  the  Gojpel  of  Matthew  to  them  out  if 
his  memory^  and  did  not  bring  it  along  with  him ;  and,  if  lb, 
'  it  is  very  improbiMe  they  fliould  caH  it  by  any  oth^  name 
befides  his. 

Nor  is  there  room  to  obje£i:,  that  it  cannot  be  fuppofed  this 
book  fliottld  be  among  the  Indians  without  any  tide :  for, 

1.  If 'Niccphorus's  relation  be  true,  there  would  be  no  necef-^ 
fity^fa  title  \  his  di£bitin]g  it  to  them  was  fufficient  to  entitle 
it.    But, 

2.  If  we  fay  he  brought  it  with  him  to  the  Indies,  //  //  not 
at  all  grange  it  Jhould  be  left  without  a  title.  BarthdqmeW 
himfdf  knew  who  the  author  was,  and  fo  perhaps  did  not 
write  any.  But  I  need  not  fly  to  any  conjedures  in  the  mat- 
ter; I^re  aflert,  and  undertake  to  prove,  that  the  prefent 
tides  of  our  lour  Gofpels^  as  well  as  many  other  antient  books, 
were  not  prefixed  to  them  by  their  authors  b.  As  to  the  titles 
of  the  GoipeiS|  atl  I  offer  at  prefent  is,  the  exa^  likenefs  or 
uniformity  of  their  titles,  the  difference  that  is  between  thfe 
Greek  and  Latin  copies  in  this  refpe£l,  and  the  difference  of 
d\e  old  Syriack  Verlion  from  both. 

Hence  it  feems  probable,  this  Gofpel  of  Bartholomew  was 
that  of  Matthew,  which  he  left^  and  Pantaenus  found  in  the 
Indies :  I  add,  it  received  maiiy  interpolations  and  additions, 
4bme  few  perhaps  by  Bartholomew  himfelf  (by  way  of  eoni- 
mentary  or  iMuftrating  notes,  which  afterwards  crept  into  thfe 
text),  but  more,  and  of  a  different  fort,  by  others ;  otherwife 
Jerome  and  Gelafius  would  not  have  condemned  it  as  Apo- 

■  Hiftor.  Eccl.  1.4.  c.  31.  "rtiis  proved  by  Father  Simon,  Crit. 

**  He  who  has  a  mind  may  fee      Hiflory  of  the  NewTeft.  chap.  %, 

cryphal* 


i  •  % 


t 


174  7bi  Gof^il  of  Bartbplmnew^  (art  It.^ 

cryphal;  And^  if  I  may  be  allowed  to  guefs»  I  would  ofFer  it 
as  probable,  that  when  Pantaenus  brought  it  to  Alexandria,  it 
had  at  length  inferted  into  it  the  interpolations  of  the  Hebrew 
.Golpel  of  St.  Matthew,  i/rtiich  the  Judaizing  Chriftians  there 
madeufeof*  Two  things  make  this  conjedure  moreprpba- 
ble»  viz^ 

!•  Becaufe  it  was  in  Hebrew  chara^ers^  and  fo  of  courfe 
felling  into  the  hands  of  the  Jewiih  converts,  it  cannot  be 
thought  bi^t  they  would  endeavour  to  make  it  as  like  their 
own  Hebrew  copy  of  St.  Matthew  as  they  could,  otherwiib 
theii*  own  muft  have  been  cenfUred  as  a  ipurious  and  Apocry- 
phal piece. 

2.  Becaufe  the  Nazarene  Gofpel  (or  the  Hebrew  Gofpel  of 
St.  Matthew)  feems  at  this  time  to  iave  been  more  in  ufe  at 
Alexandria^  than  any  other  part  of  the  world.  It, is  well 
known,  what  iiumber  of  Jews,  or  Judaizing  Chriftians,  in- 
habited that  city;  and  that  thefe  uTed  this  Hebrew  Gofpel,  is 
.evident,  becai|fe  it  was  known, to  Clemens  Alexandrinus^the 
fcholar  of  the  above-mentioned  Fantxnus,  add  Origen,  the 
fcbciar  of  Clemens,  who  both  dwelt  at  Alexandria  \  befides 
whom,  it'  does  not  appear  that  any  Chriftian  writer  (except 
Hegefippus)  knew  any  thing  of  this  Gofpel,  till  Jerome. 
This  I,o£^r  as  a  probable  conjecture  concerning  this  book*. 
I  know  but  one  thing  can  be^objeAed,  and  that  is,  how  Je^^ 
romey  whofaw  and  read  the  Hebrew  Gofpel  of  the  Na%arenesj 
could  fpeak  of  this  (jofpel  of  Bartholomew  as  dijiin^from  it^ 
which  he  certainly  does.  To  which  1  think  it  will  be  enough 
to  anfwer,  that  it  is  very  probable  Jerome  had  never  feen  any 
Gofpel  under  Bartholomew's  name,  but  only  reje£b  it,  as 
.what  he  knew  was  commpnly  efteemed  a  fpurious  piece. 

I  have  only  here  to  add,  that  if;  the  foregoing  account  be 
j[uft,  Monfieur  Daille  ^  is  very  much  miftaken  in  (uppofing 
,that  the  Gofpel  of  Bartholomew  was  forged  but  a,  very  Jitdf 
time  before  Gelafius.    Nor  is  his  reafon  true  which  he  offers* 


«  Dr.  Grabe  propofes  this  con-         ^  De  Pleudepig.  Dion.  Areopag. 
jo6lureinpart>  Spicil.Patr.  torn.  !•     c.  27.    .    ,    ,^  [        ^       •     i   - 

viz. 


vteiT  Senfotfi  it  is  mkber  nuntihmd  \  by  EuJeHuSf  ^it9miy  nofh 
^pf^thiMniuiU' writers',  for  &at  it  was  long  before  dieas 
tioned'  by  Jeroim  in  the  place  above  cited,  every  one  may 

perceiie*  ..         ' 

»         r 

C  H  A  P.    XI. 

TbtGogfil 9/ BafiliJes :  his  Age  and  Tenets:  his  Twenty-fatr 

Books  upon  the  GofpeL 

>  Namb.  IX.   The  GOSPEL  of  BASILIDES. 

V 

CONCERNING  this  Gofpel  we  have  very  little  account 
in  any  Chriftian  Hiftories ;  it  is  only  juft  named  among, 
the  Apocryphal  books  of  the  New  Teftament  i 

1.  By  Origen  * :    7T)e  Church  hath  but  four  Gofpels,  the, 

hereticks  many Bafdides  wafjo  impudent  as  to  write  a  Gof* 

pelf  and  prefix  his  own  name  to  it. 

2.  By  Ambrofe^:  Many  have  attempted  to  write  Gofpels^ 
which  the  Orthodox  do  not  approve**  Bajilides  had  the  im^ 
fudence  to  write  one^  which  is  called  The  Goipcl  according  t(^ 
BafiUdes* 

3*  By  Jerome  ^ :  Many  have  endeavoured  without  the  grace 
and  fpirit  of  God  to  publijb  Gojpels^  among  which  is  that  of 
Bapidesyt^c. 

There  are  not  now  any  fragments  of  this  Gofpel  any  where 
extaot^  nor  am  I  able  to  make  any  conje£lure  concerning  it ; 
befides  that  it  was  calculated  to  promote  the  heterodox  fenti- 
ments  of  its  author;  of  which  it  may  not  be  foreign  to  my 
purpofe  to  give  the  following  account. 

He  was  one  of  the  firft  noted  hereticks  of  the  Chriftian: 
Church,  and  lived  very  near  the  Apoftles*  times,  though  the 

*  Ecclefia  <|ttatw)r  habet  Evan-  ^  See  the  pdlage  at  length  above, 

geli),  Hasrefes  plurima— rr-Aufus  Num.  V.  in  Luc.  i. 

fSi  Bafilides  fcnbere  Evangelium^  *  Praefat.  in  CommeQt*  in  Matth. 

&fiio  illvdaMQine  tituhre'  Homil.  produced  at  large  above>  Num.  ly. 

intfUC.i.  !•  ininit*  ,7.::^  

:-  precife 


« 

Sj^  The  Agi  and  T$niis  ef  B^idiS^         9AKT  U#' 

precUe  dme  of  his  age  has  been  much  di^mled  by  Bifliop 
Pearfon  ^  againft  DaiUq^.  He  wsis  the  fiiiolar  of  Meoander, 
apd  one  of  die  msun  autibors  of  the  known  kSt  of  the  Gjaof- 
tickS)  a  quo  Gnojtici,  fajrs  Eufebius  in'  his  Chronicon^m  His 
principal  tenets  were. 

That  there  was  only  one  heing  or  creature  made  by  GmI^  this, 
being  formed  the  next^  and  that  another^  and  fo  on^  in  a  ridi^ 
tubus  feriei  of  Gods  or  angels  proceeding  from  each  other ^  to  the 
number  of  ^b^^  each  of  which  created  a  heaven  to  anfwer  to  the 
number  rfthe  df(gs  of  the  year^  ever  which  he  prefided.  That  the 
angel  who  prejided  in  that  heaven  which  is  neareft  to  us^  made 
this  earth  and  its  inhabitants ;  that  the  angely  or  God  of  the 
yews  was  more  objlinate  than  the  reft^  and  endetjmound  to  make 
that  people  fuperior  to  all  other",  at  which  the  angels  ef  other 
nations  being  provoked^  incited  their  refpeSHve  countries  to  tvage 
war  with  the  yews ;  that  the  unbegotten  Father  fent  his  Son^ 
in  thejhape  of  a  many  to  prevent  the  yewifi  tyranny  \    that  be 
was  not  really  flejh^  or  a  man,  but  only  appeared  to  be  fo\  that 
he  did  not  himfelf  fuffer  on  the  crofs^  but  Simon  the   Ofre^^ 
nian  in  hisjlead.    He  denied  the  refurriStion^  allowed  of  the  Py^ 
thagorean  tranfmigration  of  fouls  ^  of  pdmy^  and  all  forts  of 
uncleannefs^  &c.     He  that  would  read  moire  of  this  fort  may 
confult  Irenseus  ^,  TertuUian  *,  Clemens  Alexandrinus  *,  Eu- 
febius ?,  Epiphanius  \  Jerome',  and  Auftin*^  among  the  an- 
tients;  Mr.  Spanheim'(who  has  obliged  the  world  widi  a 
ipecimen  of  their  images  and  magical  iiieroglyphicks,  neatly 
engraved  on  copper  plates  J)    and  Dr.  Grabe  among  the 
moderns  '"• 

I  have  been  the  more  large  in  reciting  the  tenets  of  Bafi- 
lides,  becaufe  it  may  perhaps  be  not  abfurd  to  fuppofe  them 

*  Vindic.  Ignat.  Epift.   par.  2.      of  his  Stromata,  he  is  often  refuted* 
«.  7-  «  Hift.  Eccl.  1.4.  c.  7. 

^  Pe  Pfcudepig.  Dipn.  &  Ignat.  *  Haeref.  24.. 

I-  *•  c.io.  i  Catal.  Vir.  liluftr.  in  Agrippa 

*  Atlann.  Chritti  136.  Caftor. 

*  AdV.  HKcef.  1.  1.  c.  23,  &c.  '^  DeHseref.  adQ^odvuItd.n.4. 
&  !•».  c.  65.  1  EccL  Hift.  Sccul.  II.  p.  63S, 

'  De  Pjaelcript.  adv.  Haerct.  c.      639. 

4^*  "^  SpicUeg.  Patr..tom*  «•  p*  35» 

^  In  the  third  and  fourth  books      &c. 

as 
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Tie  ComnuntariiS  ofBa/Uides* 
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as  fo  many  fragments  of  his  Go(pel.  Eufebius^  tells  us  of 
an  excellent  piece  wrote  by  Agrippa  Caftor,  wherein  he  con- 
futed all  the  fubtle  principles  of  this  impious  heretick,  and 
mentions  his  having  wrote  twenty-four  books  upon  the  Gojpeii 
but  idiether  he  means  upon  either  or  all  the  Gofpels  which 
we  now  have,  or  upon  his  own  Go^l,  is  utterly  uncertain. 
Valefius  ^y  and  after  him  Dr«  Cave  <=  and  Dr.  Grabe  ^  fuppoie 
it  to  have  been  his  own  Gofpel,  and  not  any  of  outs,  which 
is  indeed  much  the.  more  probable  opinion ;  for  it  cannot  be 
imagined  that  Herefiarch  would  ibew  fo  great  refpe£t  to  ours. 
But  perhaps  neither  of  thefe  opinions  is  true,  but  rather  that 
the  twenty-four  books  upon  the  Gofpel,  which  Agrippa  Caftor 
fpeaks  of,  were  the  very  Gofpel  of  Bafilides  itfelf,  which 
Origen  and  Jerome  mention  in  the  places  above  cited.  7  here 
are  indeed  fome  confiderable  fragments  of  this  work  in  Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus  *,  which  becauie  I  cannot  certainly  prove 
to  have  been  the  Gofpel  of  Bafilides,  I  (hall  think  it  fufficient 
to  refer  the  reader  to,  as  they  are  collected  by  the  learned 
writer  laft  mentioned. 


■  Hift.  Eccl.  lib.  4.  c.  7.  EU 
fut  To  E^aJytXioy  riovafa  v^9  ror^ 

^  Axmot.  in  loc.  Euf.  jam  cltat. 
p>  62. 

'  Hift.  Literar.  p.  30. 

'  Spicikg.  Patr.  torn.  2.  p.  37* 
38. 


•  Strom.  1.4.  p.  5061  Sec,  There 
is  alfb  another  Fragment  of  it  in 
the  Difputation  of  Archelaus  and 
Manes  pubiifhed  at  Rome  by  Lau- 
rentius  Alexander  Zacagnius,  Li- 
brary-keeper of  the  Vatican.  See 
Grab.  loc.  cit. 
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C  HA  P. 


ijS  The  Go/pel  ef  Cerintbus,  Fart  u. 


CHAP.    XII. 

7he  Go/pel  of  Cerintbus  \  his  Age  and  Principles.  A  Story  of 
St,  John  the  Apoflle  and  him  at  Ephefus.  That  he  is  referred 
to  ASis  XV,  His  Gofpel  proved  to  be  the  very  fame  with  the 
Gofpel  of  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes, 

C. 

Numb.  X.    The  GOSPEL  of  CERINTHUS. 

THIS  is  mentioned  only  by  Epiphanius  under  this  name, 
though  under  other  names  .by  feveral  of  the  firft  writers, 
as  will  appear  hereafter.  He  mentions  it  upon  the  fame  oc- 
cafion  as  many  other^  of  the  Chriftian  writers  do  the  Apocry- 
phal books;  viz.  expounding  the:  firft  words  of  St.  Luke's 
Gofpel  ^ 

^aVxwi/,  iTTuHm^  -GToXXoi  I-      Saying,   forafmuch   as  many 

7r£X">t,(rav,  JW  nvi^  ^iXv  stt*-      *^^^  ^^^^'^ '«  ^^«^^  ^J  which 

-N     1*  /**      ^     ^   1^      ^       he  would  intimate,  that  there 
p^«flTiTa?   Siilny  (pYiiAi  oi  rug  ] 

X   __ ,     ^  X  ^,,     c,  had  been  many  undertakers  or 

Trepi  Kripiv-JoVi  xa*  Mvp^v-jov,       it-,  ,  , .  i 

^^   ,,     ^  5  the  like  work,  among  which, 

xat  aAA«f.  j  f^ppofe,  were   Cerinthus, 

Merinthus,  and  others. 

That  which  makes  it  worth  while  critically  to  enquire  inta 
this  Gofpel  is,  that  it  feems  to  follow  from  thefe  words  of 
Epiphanius,  that  he  thought  it  was  compofed  before  St,  Luke 
wrote  hisy  and  that  the  hereticks,  againft  whom  he  is  in  that 
chapter  writing,  maintained,  that  the  Gofpel  which  is  received 
as  St,  yohn's  was  written  by  this  fame  Cerinthus. 

In  order  to  introduce  what  I  conjecture  concerning  this 
matter,  I  fhall  firft  premife  fome  account  of  Cerinthus  and  his 
tenets.  He  appears  to  have  been  one  of  the  firft  who  troubled 
the  Chriftian  Church  with  his  heretical  opinions;   for,  if  we 

•  Anoetorum  feu  Alogprum>  Hseref.  51.  §,  7. 

may 
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may  credit  Trenaeus  *,  St.  John  wrote  his  Gofpel  with  this  par- 
ticular vieWj  that  he  might  confute  the  errors  which  were  fpread 
abroad  by  Cerinthus ;  and  in  another  place  ^  he  tells  us,  that  there 
were  fame  in  being  in  his  time^  who  heard  Polycarp  a  companion 
of  the  Jaid  Apojlle  relate  the  following  Jiory^  viz.  "  That  when 
"  St.  John  was  in  a  certain  bath  at  Ephefus,  and  faw  Cerin- 
"  thus  alfo  in,  he  immediately  leaped  out  of  the  bath,  faying, 
"  Let  us  go  away,  left  the  bath  fliould  fall  down,  in  which 
"  is  Cerinthus,  the  enemy  of  the  truth."     Epiphanius  ^  adds, 
that  he  made  frequent  oppofetion  io  the  Apoflles  themfelves  at  ^«- 
tioch^  Cafarea^  and  Jerufalem ;   that  he  was  one  of  thofe  con- 
demned in  the  Council  of  Jerufalem^  Afts  xv.  and  referred  to 
in  the  Synodical  Letter  to  the  Church  of  Antioch^  ver.  24.  as  one 
who  had  troubled  them  with  words  fuhverting  their  fouls^  l^c. 
That  he  reproached  St.  Peter  for  going  to  Cornelius  a  Gentile^ 
and  other  uncircumcifed  perfons^  and  St,  Paul  upon  the  very  fame 
account  at  Jerufalem,    His  principal  tenets  were  the  fame  with 
the  Carpocratians  and  Ebionites,  a  few  of  which,  as  far  as 
they  are  ferviceable  to  my  defign,  I  (hall  mention  j  viz.  He 
denied  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour ^  averting  that  fefus  was  but 
a  mere  man^  not  born  of  a  Virgin^  but  of  Mary ^  begotten  by  Jo- 
fepb  in  the  ordinary  way  of  generation ;  that  circumcifion  and 
the  other  rites  of  the  Mofaick  law  were  fl  ill  in  force  and  obliga- 
tory upon  Chrijiians.    This  ftiort  account  of  this  heretick  and 
his  principles  does  very  plainly  intimate,  what  we  are  to  de- 
termine concerning  the  Gofpel  now  under  confideration,  to 
which  his  name  was  prefixed,  viz.  That  it  was  either  entirely 
thefame^  or  very  little  different  from  the  Gofpel  of  the  Ebionites 
or  Nazarenes^  which  was  mofl  certainly  calculated  to  thefe  fen- 
timentSy  as  will  appear  hereafter,  and  was  no  other  than  St. 
Matthew's  Gofpel  tranflated  into  Hebrew,  with  diverfe  inter- 
polations and  corruptions.    This  conjedture  will  appear  pro- 
bable to  thofe  who  confide r,  ^        '       , 

I.   Tiat  the  Cerinthians  and  Ebionites  agreed  in  almoji  all 
the  fame  heretical  principles^  but  chiefly  in  maintaining  the 

*  Adv.   Haeref.   lib.  3.   c.  11.      Eccl.  1. 4.  c.  14. 
p.  257.  ^  Hseref.  28.  Cerinth.  §.  «,  3. 

"  Lib.3.c.3.Vid.Eufeb.  Hift.* 

N  2     '  '       continuing 
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continuing  obligation  of  Mofes^s  laWy  denying  our  Saviour^ s  di^ 
vinityy  and  ajfertin^  him  to  be  a  mere  man.  This  has  been 
already  hinted,  and  will  undeniably  appear  by  a  bare  cafting 
of  the  eye  upon  the  places  of  Epiphanius  cited  at  the  bottom 
pf  the  page*. 

7..  Agreeable  to  thefe  principles  they  both  received  only  St. 
Matthew* s  Gcfpely  rejeSling  the  other  parts  of  Scripture.  Con- 
cerning the .  Ebionites  we  have  the  teftimony  of  Irenaeus**, 
but  more  large  in  Eufebius  ^ :  They  utterly  rejelf  all  PauPs 
EpiJlleSy  Jiyling  him  an  apojiate  from  the  laWj  and  receive  only 
that  which  is  called  The  Gofpel  according  to  the  Hebrews ; 
i.  e.  that  under  St.  Matthew* s  name  **.  As  to  the  Cerinthians 
we  are  told  the  fame,  more  than  once,  by  Epiphanius ;  fo 
Haeref.  28,  They  receive  only  the  Gofpel  of  MattheWty  ^c  and 
Haeret  xxx.  §.  14.  he  exprefsly  tells  us  (which  puts  the  matter 
paft  all  doubt)  that  they  received  the  fame  Gofpel  of  Matthew 
as  the  Ebionites  did,  and  that  it  was  called  The  Gofpel  accord- 
ing to  the  Hebrews. 

3.  The  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew^  which  Cerintbus  and  the 
Ebionites  made  ufe  of^  was  in  the  very  fame  refpe^s  altered  and 
corrupted  \  for  inftancc,  the  genealogy  of  our  Saviour,  and  fome 
more  in  the  beginning  of  St.  Matthew's-  Go^el,  were  left  out 
in  the  copies  of  both  thefe  hereticks.  As  .to  the  Ebionites,  it 
is  exprefsly  aflerted  by  Epiphanius  %  In  the  Gofpel  which  they 
ufsy  and  which  they  call  by  Matthew* s  name^  and  the  Hebrew 
Gofpel y  which  is  not  perfe^y  but  adulterated  and  intperfe£f^  i^c. 
And  as  to  ^he  Cerinthians  no  lefs  evidently  in  the  place  above 
cited  f :  They  ufe  only  the  Gofpel  of  Matthew  in  party  but  not 
the  whole  of  it ;  for  they  have  taken  away  the  genealogy  of  our 
Saviour  according  to  the  flefh  out  of  their  Gofpel :  which  that  the 
Ebionites  did  alfo,  appears  from  what  the  fame  author  iays  in 
another  place  s  j  having  produced  a  paflage  out  of  the  Gof- 
pel of  the  Ebionites  according  to  Matthew,  he  adds,  Cerin- 
thus  and  Carpocras  making  ufe  of  the  fame  Gofpel  of  Mat- 

*  Compare  Haeref.  28.  and  30.  =  Hlft.  Ecd.  1.  3.  c.  27. 

together.    See  alio  Phileitr.  Haeref.  <*  Vid.  Iren.  loc.  cit. 

36.  and  Auguft.  de  Haeref.  N.  J.  *  Haeref.  30.  §.13. 

^  Adv.  Haeref.  lib.  3.  c.  n.  p.         "'  Haeref.  28.  §.  5. 
»5^»  *       •  Haeref.  30.  §.  14, 

thew 
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thew  (as  they  call  it)  .with  the  Ebionites who  have  erafed 

out  of  ^eir  copies  the  genealogy  of  Chrift,  and  begin  their 
Goipel  at  thefe  words,  And  it  came  to  pafs  in  the  days  of  Herod 
the  king  (Matt.  iii.  i.)-  The  defign  of  their  agreement  to  omit 
the  genealogy,  and  the  firft  and  fecorld  chapters,  was,  that 
their  notion  of  Chrift's  being  a  mere  man  might  not  be  con- 
tradicted and  confuted,  which  they  certainly  had  bqen,  if  the 
account  there  given  of  the  Virgin's  conception  by  the  Holy 
Ghoft  was  credited*. 

Upon  the  whole  then,  it  feems  not  unfair  to  conclude^ 
that  the  Gofpel  of  Cerinthus  and  his  followers  was  no  other 
than  the  Ebionite  or  Nazarene  Gofpel^  i.  e.  the  Gofpel  of  St. 
Matthew  corrupted  and  interpolated,  in  Hebrew.  A  farther 
account  of  this  Gofpel,  together  with  all  its  fragments,  will 
be  produced  in  its  proper  place,  viz.  under  the  tide  of  Tht 
Gofpel  tf  the  Nazarenes.  I  ihall  only  add  farther  here,  that 
die  antient  hereticks9  called  the  Alogi,  afcribed  the  Gofpel  of 
John  and  the  Revelations  to  Cerinthus,  as  the  author  of  both; 
and  upon  that  (core  rejeifted  them  as  Apocryphal  ^ :  but  ho^ 
abfurd  this  opinion  was,  Eptphanius  has  well  fhewn  ;  and  I 
Ihall  endeavour  to  prove  hereafter,  viz.  as  to  the  Gofpel  in 
thie  laft  part  of  this  work,  and  as  to  the  Revelation  in  the 
following  chapter. 


■  Itistobeobfervedythatthough 
Epiphaniu^  in  the  place  laft  cited 
feems  to  intimate,  that  Cerinthus 
and  Carpocras  attempted  to  prove 
our  Saviour  to  be  a  mere  man  from 
the  genealogy,  Matt.  i.  contrary 
to  the  Ebionites  who  reje£l  it,  yet 


he  cannot  mean  that  thofe  hereticks 
owned  the  genealogy,  but  only  ar- 
gued upon  the  fuppofition  of  its 
being  tnie :  for  if  otderwife,  he  mutt 
contradi£l  hlmfeif  in  the  other  places 
cited. 
^  Hacref.  51*  §.  $• 
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CHAP.    XIII. 

The  Revelation  of  Cerjnthus  not  the  fame  with  the  Revelation 
of  St»  yohn^  hut  compiled  out  of  it ;   on  which  Account  the 
.    Canonical  Revelation  was  fo  long  of  doubtful  Authority. 

Numb.  XL   The  REVELATION  of  CERINTHUS. 

THIS  Apocryphal  piece  is  only  mentioned  by  Caius,  of 
Gaius,  a  learned  Preflbyter  of  Rome,  in  his  difputation 
againft  Proclus.  The  fragment  is  preferved  by  Eufebius,  out 
of  whom  I  (hall  here  tranfcribe  it. 


AXXx  xat  Kn^i]^9rog  o  ^i'  'A- 
7royiot^v^B<jt)Vy  w?  vrro  'A-TrofJ- 
Xa  iJLsyocrXii  yiypocy^fxivcovi  rt- 
pocToXoyia^  rifMV  cog  Si,*  oiyyi-* 
"Km  oc\jr(jd  SBSetyfMivocg  y^^ivSo- 
^suogy  iireicocysi  Xiyuv,  fAsroi 
rw  dvafOkO'iv  iTriyHov  uvxi  to 

Xiv  i7ri5v[Mixig  xat  viiovoug  h 
*Ii^'6(rccXn[M  rv\v  (rajxa  •sroAt- 

9'foj  UTrapp^wy  rx7g  y^oc(px!g 
T8  0£a,  dpi^iJLoy  j^tXioi/rag- 
riocg  iv  yajuw  io^rvg  ^iXcov 
zrXavoiv  Xiysi  yivso'B'xi.  Vid. 
Hift.  Eccl.  lib.  3.  c.  28. 


Cerinthus  in  a  book  of  Reve- 
lations written  by  him,  as 
though  he  were  fome  great 
Apoftle,  falfely  tells  us  of 
certain  furprifing  difcoveries, 
which  were  made  to  him  by 
angels,  which  he  thus  intro- 
duces, faying,  That  after  the 
refurreftion  Chrift  (hall  reign 
here  on  earth,  and  thofe  who 
dwell  at  Jerufalem  (hall  again 
ferve  (or  be  capable  of)  bo- 
dily lufts  and  pleafures.  To 
which  that  enemy  of  the  divine 
Scriptures  adds,  the  better  to 
propagate  his  errors,  thkt  the 
fpace  of  a  thousand  years  fhall 
be  fpent  in  marriage-feafting. 


Hence  it  is  evident  that  Caius  knew  of  fome  book  under 
the  title  of  The  Revelation^  which  pretepded  to  infpiration, 
as  being  diftated  by  angels,  and  wrote  by  Cerinthus,  as  fome 
great  Apoftle  j   for  I  think  nothing  more  juft  than  Valefius's 

tranflation  of  thofe  words  '125  I'srl  *A«rorP^»  /:Aeya^tf  ^ty^atft/awr,  a 
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fe  tanquam  a  magna  Apojlolo  tonfcriptas^  for  otherwife  it  will 
not  be  poffible  to  make  any  fenfe  of  the  fentence.  Dr.  Grabe 
indeed  imagines,  that  Caius  afcribed  the  Revelation  of  St.  John 
to  Cerinthus  in  the  fore-cited  paffage,  and  meant  no  other  than 
that  this  Canonical  book  was  publifhed  by  Cerinthus  under 
the  name  of  St.  John*.    But  the  fragment  which  Caius  pro- 
duces docs  moft  evidently  demonflrate  the  contrary,  becaufe 
the  contents  of  it,  viz.   Chri/i's  reigning  on  earthy  the  j^etus 
then  enjoying  carnal  lufis  and  pleafures^  andjpending  a  thoufand 
years  in  nuptial  merriments^  are  no  where  found  in  the  Reve- 
lation of  St.  John.     It  is  true  indeed  (as  that  learned  anti- 
quary obferves),  Dionyfius  Alexandrinus  ^  intimates,^  that  it 
was  the  opinion  of  fome^  that  no  Apoflle  nor  holy  eccleftajlical 
writer  wrote  the  Revelation  called  St.  yohn's^  but  that  Cerin^   • 
thus  forged  it^  and^  the  better  to  propagate  his  notions  and  gain 
credit  to  his  fancies ^  prefixed  the  name  of  John  to  it.    He  might 
have  added  too,  that  the  hereticks  called  Alogi  were  of  this 
opinion  *^ :  but  all  this  will  not  prove  what  he  contends  for, 
that  The  Revelations  of  St.  John  and  Cerinthus  were  the  fame 
book ;   for  befides  what  has  been  already  obferved  out  of  the 
fragment  of  Caius  to  prove  them  diftinft,  it  is  evident  Diony- 
fius Alexandrinus  looked  upon  them  as  fuch  too ;   for  though 
he  endeavours  to  prove  (what  I  hope  hereafter  to  confute) 
that  the  Revelation  under  the  name  of  John  the  Divine^  or 
Apoftle,  was  not  wrote  by  him,  but  fome  other  John,  yet  he 
declares  his  belief  of  it  as  the  work  ayi»  T»to?  xa«  SjoTrwi/rov,  of 
fome  holy  and  infpired  writer  \  whereas  he  had  a  little  before 
condemned  the  pretended  Revelation  of  Cerinthus,  and  his 
doiftrine  which  he  calls  Herefy,  and  accordingly  produces  the 
following  fpecimen  of  his  Revelations,  as  well  deferving  to  be 
exploded.  See  Eufeb.  Hift.  Ecclefiaft.  1.  7.  c  25. 

T5to  yaf  tiyoLi  r^fc  Ji^acrxa-  For  this  is  the  dodrine  of 
Xia?  auVi  to  ^pa,  iirlyaov  Cerinthus,  that  Chrijl  Jhall 
£(rf(r&at  tiiv  t8  Xf  tfS  ^octT^^     reign  here  on  earthy  when,  as 

*  Spicile^.  Patr.  torn.  i..  p.  312.       c.  28. 
*•  Lib.  2.  de  Promiff.  apud  Eu-  «  Haeref.  51.  §.  3, 

&b.  Hift.  £ccl.  1.  7.  c.  25.  &  1.  3<  .  " 

N    4  >^lo(.Vy 
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Xsu»v,  xa*  «i»  auToc  «Jf syjro,  he  extravagandyfsuicied,  /Aipr^ 

^iAo(r«>aIoy  «y  x«i  Ta»u  craf -  A»W  be  an  enjopnent  of  tbrfe 

xixiu    iv   tkVok   ivHco'^oX^rv  lujlsoftheflejh.uwbicbbm. 

„     fy  ^        s      r.    t  felfw^s  exceffively  inclined 

;  ,  '^  ^nd  addicted,  viz.  abundant 

TTO    y^£e«  isrA.,(r/*oyaK,  ra-  pravifans  fir  tbi  beUy  and  tbt 

yd^oig^  xai  J*'  2»y  tiipY^ii^irt^  drinks^  and  marriages^  fir  tbr 
fuv  rotvrpt  wiO'i}  7aro^ft£rff'3'0ct,  better  accomplijbing  of  wbicb 
f Of r«K  xaJ  du(r*A»f  xal  t^'W  ^^«f  there  Jbould  be  fiaft^ 
QMyx7u  ^^Pj    ^^^  banquetingsy    and 

ailing  of facrifces*  » 

Such  a  book  was  the  Revelation  of  Cerinthus,  fufEciendjr 
different  from  that  under  the  name  of  St.  John  now  in  the 
Canon,  and  undoubtedly  to  be  efteemed  Apocryphal,  by  Prop* 
IVr,  V,  VI,  VIII,  and  IX. 

If  it  ihould  be  yet  urged,  that  it  is  veryjlrange^  that  not 
only  the  Alogians,  but  others  who  lived  before  Dionyilus  of 
Alexandria,  and  confequently  very  near  the  time  of  St*  John, 
Jbould  afcribe  his  Book  of  Revelations  to  Cerintbus^  as  its  author^ 
I  fhall  only  now  anfwer, 

Firfi^  That  we  have  very  v*  rong  reafon  to  prefume  the  Re- 
velation^ now  reputed  Canonical,  was  really  wrote  by  him  wbofe 
name  it  bears. 

Secondly y  That  from  the  foregoing  account  it  feems  very 
probable,  that  the  Revelation  of  Cerinthus  was  compiled  out  of 
that  of  St.  yohny  with  the  addition  of  many  trifling  fancies^  and 
perhaps  the  omiffton  offome  things  not  fo  agreeable  to  the  fenti^ 
ments  of  that  beretici.  This  I  am  the  rather  inclined  to  think  i 
becaufe, 

I.  This  was  a  prd^ice  very  common  with  the  bereticks  of 
thdfe  early  times  of  the  Churchy  viz*  to  alter  the  genuine  records 
efCbriflianity^.and  to  accommodate  them  to  their  own  impious 
fentimentSy  retaining  onlyfo  much  of  the  true  writings  as  would 
enable  them  with  the  greater  confidence  to  impofe  their  fpurious 
pieces  upon  the  world.  See  above  in  this  part.  Chap.  I. 
Obierv.  II.  This  has  been  already  proved  to  be  fadt  as  to  the 

Gofpcl 
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Gofpei  of  Bartholomew  and  Baurnabas,  and  will  appear  here* 
after  to  be  true  of  the  Gofpel  of  the  Ebionites,  Nasuurenes^ 
Marcion,  Peter,  and  others. 

2.  Becaufe  this  has  been  proved  to  be  the  cafe  in  rejpe^  of 
the  Gofpel  of  Cerinthus  in  the  preceding  chapter^  viz,  that  it 
was  an  interpolated  and  corrupted  copy  of  St,  Matthew  j  and  it 
is  notjirange  the  fame  perfon  Jhould  be  guilty  of  the  fame  pra£iici 
with  the  Revelation  of  St,  yohn, 

3,  Becaufe,  fuppofing  the  Revelation  of  St.  John  to  be 
genuine,  there  can  be  no  other  caufe  more  probable  afjignedf 
why  it  fhould  have  been  by  fo  many  attributed  to  Cerinthu^m 
Upon  this  hypothefis  of  his  altering  it  fo  much,  it  is  not 
ftrange  if  it  was  by  his  followers  afcribed  to  him  as  its  author, 
and  fo  by  others ;  and  fo  this  being  known,  at  length  even  the 
genuine  book  of  St.  John  came,  by  fome  weaker  perfons,  who 
had  not  compared  both,  to  be  afcribed  to  that  heretick.  This 
will  yet  feem  farther  probable,  if  we  confider  the  myfterlouC- 
neft  of  St.  John's  book,  which  is  fuch  as  would  be  a  very 
likely  means  to  give  force  to  the  common  report  of  its  being 
rather  wrote  by  Cerinthus  than  St.  John,  efpecially  if  we  add 
this  farther  confideration  of  its  being  wrote  in  a  ftyle  very  dif- 
ferent from  thofe  commonly  received  and  acknowledged. 

CoroU.  Hence  we  may  give  at  lead  a  probable  account, 
why  the  Revelation  of  St.  John  was  fo  long  of  doubtful  au- 
thority in  the  Church,  viz.  becaufe  it  was  unhappily  interpo^ 
lated  by  Cerinthus  immediately  after  its  firft  being  publiflied, 
and  fo  by  many  attributed  to  him.  That  this  was  the  plain 
reafon  why  the  Alogians  rejedted  it,  Epiphanius  exprefsly  tells 
us%  and  may  fairly  be  concluded  of  others  from  what  has 
been  faid.  Something  like  this  is  the  conj?£lure  of  Grotius 
concerning  this  matter,  with  whofe  words  (becaufe  of  thejuft 
reputation  of  the  man)  I  will  finifti  this  chapter  ^.  Ifuppofe^ 
fays  he,  the  reafon  why  there  have  been  doubts  concerning  the 
author  and  authority  of  this  book^  among  others  (there  given), 
if,  becaufe  what  we  read  in  it  of  the  refurreciion^  of  the  thoufand 
year Sy  of  Gog  and  Magogs  agrees  in  found  with  the  Jewlfh 

•  ioc.  jam  cit.  *  Annct.  ia  Ti-ul.  Apocalypf. 
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books;  and  though  they  are  here  in  a  different  fenie,  yet  ^nrere 
perverted  by  Cerinthus,  and  fome  Chriftians,  who  judaized  too 
much  into  a  plain  Jewifh  fenfe.     But  of  this  more  hereafter. 


CHAP.    XIV. 

Books  under  the  Name  of  Chriji,  None  of  this  fort  mentioned 
till  St.  Aufiin^s  Time.  A  malicious  Miftake  of  Mr.  Toland 
detested.  An  Epijlle  of  Chriji  to  Peter  and  Paul  proved  out 
•f  St.  Auftin  to  be  a  ridiculous  Forgery.  Another  Book  at^ 
trihutedto  Chrift.    Concerning  the  Magick  ofChriJf. 

TH  E  Books,  which  fall  next  in  courfe  under  conlidera* 
tion,  are  thofe  attributed  to  our  Saviour  Jefus  Chrift, 
which  before  I  come  particularly  to  confider,  I  would  premile, 
that  I  have  not  found  any  mention  of  fuch  within  the  limits  of 
my  timey  i.e.  in  any  writers  of  the  firft  four  centuries,  be/ides 
by  Auflin^  except  the  Epijlle  of  Chriji  to  AhgaruSy  which  is 
ftill  extant,  and  to  be  examined  in  the  next  part  of  this  work. 
It  is  true  indeed,  in  later  ages,  many  fuch  forgeries  are  knoivn 
to  have  been ;  fome  of  which  are  ftill  extant,  but  fo  ridiculous 
and  trifling,  as  not  to  deferve  any  mention  or  regard.      Mr* 
Fabritius  has  been  at  the  pains  (though  to  little  purpofe)  to 
colle6l  them  in  his  Codex  Apocryphus  NoviTeftamenti,  ivhere 
p.  308,  &c.  he  who  has  a  mind  may  fee  a  more  particular  ac- 
count.    I  return  to  what  is  more  material :  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  our  Saviour  ever  wrote  any  book  .or  letter  whatfo- 
ever,  except  what  he  wrote  with  his  finger  on  the  ground^ 
whilft  the  Jews  were  acculing  the  adulterous  woman  to  him  j 
concerning  which  writing  I  think  it  as  needlefs  to  form  any- 
new  conjefture  of  my  own,  as  it  would  be  trifling  to  give  the 
reader  the  elaborate  difcourfes  of  Sixtus  Senenfis  \  Fabritius  % 
and  others.    Mr.  Toland  indeed  in  his  Catalogue  ( Amyntor, 
p.  20.)  under  the  title  of  Books  reported  to  be  written  by 

•  Johnviii.  6.  «  Cod.  Apoc.   N.  T.  Pars   i. 

^  Bibliothec.  San£l,  Iib.2.  p.  70.      p.  315, 

Chrift 
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Chrift  himfelf,  reckons  one  entitled  iTye  Parables  and  Ser* 
mons  ofCbrifl^  as  mentioned  by  Eufebius,  Hift.  Eccl.  1. 3.  c.39. 
At  fiift  view  of  this,  one  would  be  ready  to  conclude,  that  ' 
Ibme  fuch  book  under  this  tide  there  certainly  was  written  by 
our  Saviour,  feeing  it  is  mentioned  byfo  credible  an  author  as 
Eufebius,  But  let  the  reader  obferve  here  a  plain  inftance  ei- 
ther of  the  unfairnefs  or  blundering  of  that  filly  Writer  \  for  it 
is  evident  Eufebius  never  thpught  any  thing  of  fuch  a  book, 
cither  wrote  by  Chrift,  or  that  went  under  his  name.  The 
paflage  referred  to  is  this ;  fpeaking  of  Papias^  and  his  fond* 
nefs  for  traditions,  he  adds, 

Kai  ikka,  i\  0  auTof  (Tuyfj a-  That  writer  farther  declares, 

?£u\,  «V  U  TD-afaJoVfw?  aTja.  that  he  received  many  other 

^    >      «  X    </  ^/  thines  by  oral  tradition,  viz. 

^        -,,  ,  fome  ftrange  parables  and  du- 

'•  ^      ^         courfes  of  our  Saviour,  and 

Uig  tS  SwT^po^,  xai  Uof^tT'     fy^j^  lij^g  jji^  fabulous  things, 

(Au^ixwTff  a,  &c.  Among  thefe  one  was  the 

Millennium. 

It  is  ftrange  Mr.  Toland  would  either  fufFer  himfelf  to  be 
fo  much  impofed  upon,  or  endeavour  to  inipofe  upon  his  rea- 
ders a  thing  fo  very  grofs,  as  to  call  that  a  book  written  by 
Chrift)  and  cite  Eufebius  for  it,  when  Eufebius  exprefsly  fays, 
it  was  no  book  at  all,  but  only  fome  fabulous  traditionary 
ftories  of  Chrift,  which  the  credulous  Papias  had  colleQed.  I 
take  it  then  for  granted,  that  we  have  no  mention  of  any 
books  as  written  by  our  Saviour  till  the  fourth  century ; 
which  premifed,  I  come  to  enquire,  what  mention  is  made  of 
•hem  there. 


Numb. 
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Numb.  XII.   The  EPISTLE  of  CHRIST  to  PETER 

and  PAUL. 

/ 

QT.  AUSTIN  difputing  againft  the  Pagans  intimates,  that 
O*  they  pretended  to  have  feen  or  read  fomc  books  whidi 
were  written  by  Chrift.    His  words  are  thefe  a ; 

Ita  vero  ifti:  defipiunt,  ut  in  They  are  fo  ftrangely.  infatu^ 

ilHs  libris,  quos  eum  fcripfifle  ated,  as  to  afTert,  mat  in  diofe 

exifttmant;    dicant  contineri  books    which    they  ~  fuppefe 

eas  artes,  quibus  eupi  putant  Chrift  to  have  written^  are 

ea  feciiTe  miracula,  quorum  contained  thofe  arts,  by  which 

jfaina>  uBique  percrebuit ;— — »  he  wrought  his  cdebiated  mi« 

Quid  quod'etiam  divino  judi-  racles.— — They  are  fo  blind* 

cio  ik  errant  quidam  eorum,  ed  by  the  judgment  of  God 

qui  talia  Chriftum  firripfiffe  upon. them,  who  believe  or 

vel'  cfedunt,  vel  credi  voluntj;  would  have  others  believe  that 

ut  eofdem  libros  ad  Petrum  et  Chrift  wrote  fuch  books,  as 

Paulum  dicant,  tanquam  epii^  to  fay,  that  the  b(>oks  are 

tolari  titulopraenotatos*  wrote  in  the  form  of  an  Epif'^ 

tie  to  Peter  and  Paul. 

It  is  not  very  difficult  to  form  a  judgment  con€erning  thefe 
fpurious  pieces;  and  indeed  the  folly  of  them  is*fo  well  de- 
monftratcd  by  St;  Auftin,  that  I  need  do  little  more  than  give 
the  reader  his  words.  He  firft  feems  to  queftion  the  fincerity 
of  their  relation  as  to  the  faft :  "  If  they  have^  fajrs  he,  any 
**  fuch  books  which  they  affirm  Chrifi  to  have  written^  let  them 
*'  produce  them  to  us.  They  mujl  neceffarily  he  very  ufeful  and 
*'  edifying  books,  which  were  written  by  one  whom  themfelves 
"  ejieemed  as  a  man  of  the  greatejl  wifdom*  If  they  are  afraid 
"  to  produce  themy  it  is  a  ftgn  they  are  bad\  etnd  if  they 
"  are  bady  they  could  not  be  written  by  the  wifefl  of  men  j  but 
"  fuch  they  confefs  Chrijt  to  have  been^  therefore  Chrift  did  not 
*'  write  any  fuch  book, A  little  after,  fFhy  do  not  tiey  wb§ 

affirm  they  have  read  fuch  books  do  fomefucb  works^  as  they 

•  De  Confenf,  Evang.  Lib.  x .  c.  9,  10.  T.  Opp.  4.. 

^'  with 
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<^  with  W9nd$r  own  he  did  by  them  .^"  In  the  reft  of  the 
chapter  this  pious  Father  (hews  it  impoffible  that  this  book 
fhould  not  be  a  forgery,  by  this  good  argument,  that  St. 
Paul  was  not  a  Chrijiian  until  a  conjiderable  time  after 
QjriJPs  afcenjion^  and  fo  could  not  be  joined  with  PeteVy.  as  a 
Difciple  ofChriJi^  and  receive  a  letter  from  him^  unlefs  it  was 
fent  by  poftfrom  heaven. 

It  is  manifeft  therefore  this  book  muft  be  reckoned  Apo- 
cryphal and  fpurious  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  and  VI.  as  alfo  by 
Prop*  VIIL  it  containing  things  contrary  to  certainly  known 
and  undoubted  truths,  which  being  fuch  alfo  as  are  fubverfive. 
of  die  whole  defign  and  doctrine  of  Chriftianity,  viz.  That 
Chrift  wrought  his  miracles  by  magical  arts  %  prove  it  Apo- 
cryphal by  CoroU.  Prop.  VIIL 

Whether  this  book  was  forged  by  a  Heathen  or  a  Chriftian^ 
is  not  very  eaiy  to  determine*  St.  Auftin  fuppofes  the  latter  **; 
which  indeed  feems  the  more  probable  conjecture,  and  be- 
caufe  it  is  a  very  ingenious  one,  it  may  be  worth  while  to 
tranfcribe  it.  *^  Perhaps,"  fays  he,  ^^  it  was  the  contrivance  of 
^  fome,  who  fancied  by  writing  fuch  book$>  under  the  names 
^  of  Chrift  and  his  Apoftles,  they  could  gain  fome  weiglst 
^  and  authority  from  fo  glorious  a  name  to  theie  execrable 
^^  arts ;  but  were  fo  infatuated  in  their  impudent  impofture, 
*^  as  juftly  to€xpofe  themfelves  to  the  laughter  of  children, 
^  and  thofe  who  were  only  able  to  read  (in  gradu  le£iorum) 
<'  the  Chriftian  bopks.  For  when  they  had  reiblved  to  forge 
^  fuch  a  Letter  luider  the  name  of  Chrift  to  his  Apoftles, 
^  they  contrived  to  infcribe  it  to  thofe  to  whom  it  was  moft 
<*  likely  to  be^believed  that  Chrift  would  have  wrote,  viz. 
^^  thofe  who  were  moft  familiar  with  him,  and  fo  moft  worthy 
^  of  having  fuch  a  fecret  committed  to  them ;  hereupon 
**  they  prefently  thought  of  Peter  and  Paul,  becaufe,  I  fup- 
^  pofe,  they  had  often  feen  thefe  two  pi£):ured  with  Chrift, 
<^  feeing  the  paffion  of  Peter  and  Paul  on  the  fame  day  is  fre- 
^  quendy  and  (blemnly  celebrated  at  Rome." 

« 

«  See  Augnft.  c.  9.  Kb.  cit.  between  thefe,  and  thofe  whom  he 

*  I  interpret  this  of  a  Chriftian,  calls  inimici  nomms  Cbrifli,  i.  e, 
becauie  he  makes  a  plain  oppo^tion      Heathens. 

If 
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If  this  conjefture  be  juft,  we  fee  an  inftance  of  the  pious 
frauds  of  the  firft  Chriftians  in  forging  books,  which  I  align- 
ed as  one  reafon  of  the  great  number  of  Apocryphal  pieces, 
in  the  firft  part  of  this  work,  chap,  iv. 

Numb.  XIII.     Another  BOOK  under  the  NAME  of 
Our  SAVIOUR  CHRIST. 


o 


F  this  we  have  fome  account  in  another  part  of  the  laft 
cited  book  of  St.  Auftin  ^.     His  words  are 


Primo  mihi  difcutiendum  oc- 
currit,  quod  nonnulli  quaerere 
folent,  cur  ipfius  Chrifti  nuHa 
fcripta  proferamus  ?  Ita  enim 
volunt,  &  ipfum  credi  nefcio 
ijuid  aliud  fcripfiiTe,  quod  di- 
ligunt,  nihilque  fenfiffe  contra 
Deos  fuos,  fed  eos  potius  ma- 
gico  ritu  coluiile,  &  Difcipu- 
los  ejus  non  folum  fuifTe  men- 
titos  de  illo,  dicendo  ilium 
Deum  per  quem  omnia  fiadita 
funt,  cum  (non)  ^  aliud  nift 
quam  homo  fuerit,  quamvis 
excellentiffimae  fapientiae,  ve- 
rum  etiam  de  Diis  eorum  non 
hoc  docuiffe  quod  ab  illo  di- 
diciffent. 


*  Cap.  34. 

*»  I  infert  the  particle  «(?»,  becaiife 
cither  that  or  fome  other  word  like 


I  judged  it  neceffary  firft  to 
difcufs  a  queftion  moved  by 
fome  [  Pagans  ],  Why  we 
[Chriftians]  can  produce  «# 
hooh  written  by  Chrijt  himfelf? 
For  fo  they  would  perfuade 
us,  that  he  wrote  fome  other 
fort  of  book  (different  from 
the  Evangelifts),  which  they 
efteem,  and  in  which  he  ap- 
pears to  have  thought  nothing 
to  the  prejudice  of  their  Gods, 
but  on  the  other  hand  himfelf 
to  have  worfliipped  them  with 
magical  ceremonies,  and  that 
hisDifciples  did  not  only  aflert 
falfe  things  of  him,  in  faying. 
That  he  was  the  God  by 
whom  all  things  were  made, 
when  he  was  no  more  than  a 
mere  man,  though  of  moft  ex- 
traordinary wifdom,  but  that 
he  did  not  teach  thofe  things 
concerning  their  Gods  which 
they  (pretended  to  haye)learnt. 

it  was  certainly  wrote  by  St.  Auftin, 
though  it  be  not  in  my  edition. 

It 
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It  would  feem  at  firft  view,  the  book  here  mentioned  was 
the  fame  with  the  foregoing,  each  of  them  treating  concerning 
the  magick  of  Chrift  ;  but,  if  I  miftake  not,  there  is  a  proba- 
ble reafon  at  leaft  to  conclude  them  to  have  been  different^  be- 
caufe  St.  Auftin  fuppofes  the  former  to  have  been  compoied 
by  fome  impious  Chriftian ;  but  this  he  could  not  poffibly 
conceive  to  have  the  fame  original.  It  is  poflible  a  Chriftian 
fo  called  (for  there  were  many  in  thofe  days  little  more  fo  than 
in  name)  might  conceive  a  magical  book,  and  publifc  it  under 
the  name  of  Chrift,  which  is  the  cafe  in  refpedl  of  the  former 
book ;  but  it  is  impoilible  a  perfon  fhould  take  upon  him  the 
Chriftian  name,  and  write  a  book  to  prove  Chrift  a  worfliipper 
of  the  idol  Gods,  to  countenance  the  Heathens  in  their  idola- 
try, and  to  make  all  his  Apoftles  and  Difciples  impoftors  and 
liars,  which  is  the  cafe  with  refpeft  to  the  book  now  under 
confideration.  However  this  be,  it  was  certainly  Apocryphal 
by  Prop.  K>  V,  VI,  and  VHI. 

After  reading  what  has  been  faid  concerning  thefc  two  ma- 
gical books  afcribed  to  Chrift,  I  hope  no  one  will  be  fur<- 
prifed  at  the  mention  of  them;  nor  is  it  ftrange,  fuch  forged 
accounts  fliould  be  publiflied,  when  we  find  that  as  the  Jews 
objeded  to  our  Saviour  himfelf,  that  he  wrought  his  miracles 
by  the  power  of  devils,  Matt.  xii.  24.  fo  both  Jews  and  Gen- 
tiles endeavoured  to  fpread  the  fame  malicious  lies  in  the  firft 
ages  of  Chriftianity.  Celfus  frequently  makes  this  impious 
obje6Hon,  that  Chriji  learned  his  magical  arts  from  the  Egyp^ 
iiansy  among  whom  he  had  his  educatibn  *.  The  fame  we 
meet  with  frequently  as  made  by  others  in  the  writings  of 
Eufebius  \  Arnobius  %  Auftin  **,  &c.  The  Jews  have  a  trite 
idle  fable  to  the  fame  purpofe,  That  in  the  reign  of  ^ueen 
Helena  there  was  a  Jione  in  the  temple  of  yerufalem^  on  which 
the  ark  was  formerly  placed^  on  which  was  engraved  CDtt^ 
tt^lDDn  /.  e.  the  name  Jehovah,  in  fuch  letters  that  it  might 

■  Vid.  Origen.  contra  Celf.  I.  i.  Evang.  I.  3.  §.  6. 
p.  30.  &  1.  8.  p.  384..  &  Spencer.  <=  Contr.  Gent.  1.  x.  p.  15. 

Annot.  in  lib.  i.  p.,7.  <i  Loc.  fupra  pit.  &  Serm.  xi.  in 

*  Contr.  Hieroc.    &   Demonft.  Matth.  p.  38,  Tom.  Opp,  10. 

be 
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be  read  (for  the  Jews  all  hold  that  name  ineflable,  and 
not  to  be  pronounced).  Now  the  efficacy  of  this  name  was 
fucbj  that  whoever  learned  the  pronunciation  of  itj  became 
thereby  able  to  work  all  forts  of  miracles.  But  the  wife  men 
among  tbenty  fearing  lefl  an  ill  ufe  Jhould  he  made  hereof^  ap- 
pointed brazen  dogs  to  keep  the  gate^  which  were  formed  with 
fuch  exquifit4  art^  that  if  any  jhould  learn  the  name^  and  be  going 
away  with  it  in  his  memory ,  tl?ey  Jhould  be  fo  affrighted  with 
the  terrible  barkings  of  the  dogSj  a^  to  forget  it  \  but  that  Jefus 
knowing  thisy  wrote  it  down  in  parchment^  and  fewed  it  up 
in  a  wound  which  be  made  in  his  thigh  for  that  purpofe,  andfoy 
after  he  went  out  of  the  temple^  taking  forth  the  parchment^  re- 
letv^redthe  name  again  which  he  had  for  got  ^  and  by  virtue  of 
it  wrought  all  his  miracles. 

Such  were  the  defpicable  obje£lions  the  Jews  and  Heathens 
•made  againft  our  Saviour ;  the  confutation  of  which  in  a  very 
juft  and  clear  manner  may  be  read  in  the  fore-cited  places  of 
Origen,  Eufebius,  Auftin>  and  efpecially  Arnobius  s  and  a- 
mong  the  moderns  in  the  celebrated  Huetius  ^ ;  and  Dr.  Par- 
ker's Demonftration  of  the  Divine  Authority  of  the  Chnflian 
Religion  ^  •    •  , 

•  Demonfh'at.  Evang.  Prop.  TX.  c.  39.         ''  Seft.  25. 
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C  H  A  P.    XV. 

JJpurims  Epijile  ofChrift  among  the  Manichees.  '  A  notorious 
Bbmder  of  Mr.  Toland.  J  Hymn  which  Chrijt  taught  his 
DifiipUs^  forged  by  the  Prifcillianijis  in  the  fourth  Century. 
The  Occafion  of  the  Forgery.    The  Spurioufnefs  of  the  Hymn. 

Numb.  XIV.     The  EPISTLE  of  CHRIST  produced 

by  the  MANICHEES. 

THE  only  account  which  we  have  of  this  Letter  is  in 
St.  Auftin^s  Difputation  with  Fauftus  the  Manichee*. 

Quis  eft  ergo  tarn  deoiens.  Can  any  one  be  fo  wild,  as 

qui  hodie  credat  effe  Epifto-  to  believe  that  to  be  the  Epif- 

lamChriftiy  quam  protulerit  tie  of  Chrift,  which  Mani« 

Manichsus,    i^  non  credat  chxus  produces,  and  not  he- 

ia£biyeldi£bie{IeChrifti  quae  lieve  the  hiftories  and  doc- 

icripiit  Matthasus  ?  trines  of  Chrlft,  which  are 

related  by  Matthew  ? 

Mr.  Fabritius^  fuppofes,  that  this  paflage  does  not  fully 
prove,  that  the  Manichees  really  had  any  fuch  Epiftle  under 
die  name  of  Chrift,  but  that  St.  Auftin  only,  for  argument's 
lake,  makes  fuch  a  fuppofition ;  but  the  whole  feries  of  the  Fa- 
ther's reafoning  feems  to  prove  the  contrary.  He  is  endea<- 
vouring  to  prove  the  reafonablenefs  of  the  Manichees  fubmit* 
ting  to  the  authority  of  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel;  and  his  argu-- 
ment  ftands  iairly  thus :  ^'  You  boaft  of  an  Epiftle,  which 
**  you  have,  written  by  Chrift:  this,  if  it  were  really  fo, 
^  muft  heeds  have  been  read  and  received  with  the  utmoft 
^  veneration  in  the  Church,  that  has  a  continued  fucceffipn 
^  of  Btfliops  from  the  Apoftles'  time :  but  it  has  no  fuch  evi« 
**  dence  of  its  being  genuine,,  and  yet  you  believe  it  rather 
^  than  Matthew's  Gofpel,  which  was  always  received  by  the 

•  Contr.Pauft.  Manicb.  Kb.  18.  *»  Cod.  Apoc.   N.  T.  Par*  i. 

C.4.  T.  0pp.  6.  p.  ^06.  in  Notis.  - 

Vot,  !•  O  « Ch^; 


1 9.4  -^  Blunder  of  Mr.  ToJand.  jA^Ljf  i{* 

**  Church.  Befides,  your  pretended  Epiftle  receives  all  its 
"  credit  from  an  obfcure  m^p  of  Perfi^,  who  lived  two  hun- 
"  dred  years  or  more  after  Chrift  ;  arid  is  he  likely  .to  give  a 
''.better  account  of  what  Chrift  fi^id^and  did  than  ^^tthc^, 
"  who  was  one  of  his  Apoftlesi  and  companions?" 

Thus  far  he;  which  reafoning  neceflarily  fupppfes  a  real 
Epiftle  under  Chrift's  name,  among  the  Manicbees:  \rhat 
doftrines  it  contained,  I  cannot  guefs,  any  farther,  than  that 
it  is  probable  they  were  fuch  as  peculiarly  fuited  to.  the  opi- 
nions of  Manes  and  his  followers,  of  which  a  fpi^imen  is  given 
above,  Chap.  V.  It  was  certainly  a  fpurious  piece,  as  ap- 
.pears  fey  St.  Auftin's  reafoning  and  Prop.  IV,  V,  VL 

I  fearce  know  whether  it  be  worth  while  to  trouble  the 
reader  with  the  following  remark  on  Mr.  Toland's  in;|ccu- 
racy  in  qudtatibns,  unlefs  it  may  be  looked  upcM  as  (which 
I  think  I  may  juftly  fay  it  is)  a  fpecimen  of  his  conft^nt  foi^I 
dealing  in  thefe  matters.  In  hts  catalogue  of  books  I'eported 
to  be  written  by  Chrift  (Amynt.  p.  21.)  he  refefrshis  reader 
to  this  book  of  St.  Auftin  for  an  Eft/lie  of  Chriff  to  Peter  and 
Paul  I  and  quotes  lib.  28.  c,  13.  Now  in  all  this  book  there 
is  not  one  fyliable  of  any  fuch  Epiftle ;  and  whereas  he  cites 
the  thirteenth  chafpter,  there  are  but  five  chapters  in  that  book: 
but  this  is  not  all ;  he  produces  another  book,  which  he  cal]s> 
jt  Book  of  the  Magick  of  Chrift^  and  for  this  refei:^  the  reader  to 
Auguft.  de  Confenf.  Evang.  lib.  i^  cap.  9,  IQ.  and  then  adjsij 
If  it  be  not  the  fame  with  the  Epiftle  to  Peter  and  Pauly  u  Cp 
"the'  Epiftle  which  he  thought  had  been  mentioned  in  the  ^ 
twenty-eighth  book  againft  Fauftus :  a  learned  not^  indeed  I 
In  the  firft  place  to  guefs  this  the  fame  with  a  book  which 
Was  not  mentioned  in  the  place  cited,  and  then  to  guefs  it  tQ 
be  the  very  fame  y«^ith  itfelf ;  for  had  th;s  blunderer  but  ca|| 
his  eye  upon  the  place  he  refers  tp  in  St.  Auftin  de  ConlenC 
he  muft  have  feen  that  the  bdok  of  the  Magick  of  Cbrii^ 
was  in  that  very  place  faid  to  be  wrote  in  form  of  an  Epiftle 
to  Peter  and  PaiuL  But  it  is  plain  he  cited  from  others^  and 
was  glad  to  fay  any  thing  which  would  found  bad  againft 
Chrlftianity,  though  fo  plainly  at  the  expence  of  his  ifigeAuity 
zai  integrity. 


eft»P.  XT.         d^imtt  Hymn  rfChriJi. 


»9S 


Kumk  XV,    A  HYMN  T^ich  CHRIST  taught  his 

DISCIPLES. 

MR.  TO  LAND  in  his  fore-mentioned  catalogue, 
and  Mr.  Fabritius*  have  oblerved  this  fpurious  piece 
in  an  Epiftle  under  St  Aufiin's  name,  infcribed'to  a  Bifhop 
called  Ceretius.  But  as  this  Epiftle  is  not  in  my  edition  of 
that  Father's  works,  I  am  obliged  entirely  to  depend  on  Mr. 
Fabritius's  quotation  out  of  him,  which,  that  nothing  may  be 
wanting  here,  I  ihall  tranfcribe  with  the  addition  of  a  few 
remarks* 


Hynmus  fane  quern  dicunt 
Priibillianiftae  ^Sq  Domini 
noftri  Jcfii  Chrifti,  qui  maxi- 
me  permovit  venerationem 
tuam,  in  Scripturis  folet  Apo- 
cryphis  inveniri.— .Prifcil- 
lianlfbe  vero  accipiunt  omnia 
&  ■  CanoniCa  &  Apocrypha 
fimul.-— Habes  verba  illoram 
in  iUo  codice  pofica,  Hymnus 
Domini  quern  dixit  fecreiifanC" 
tis  Apoftolis  (sT  Di/cipulisj  quia 
fcriptum  eft  in  Evangelio^ 
Hymnodi^to  afcendit  in  lAon- 
tem,  tf  qui  in  Camne  non  ^ 
po/itus  propter  ecs  qui fecunduni 
fi  fentiuntj  (^  non  fecundum 
SpirifufH  (^  veritatem  Dei*^^ 
In  ifto  Hymno  cantatur  & 
dicitur,  Sclvere  voh  i^  filvi 
vok'^Sahare  voU  ^  falvari 
fwfc"  Ornare  v^o  fcf  ornari 
voU^Lucerna  fum  tibi^  ilU 


As  for  that  hymn  which  the 
Prifcillianifts  fay  is  our  Lord 
Jefus  Chrift's,  and  for  which 
you  have  fo  great  a  venera- 
tion, it  is  really  among  the 
Apocryphal  Scriptures.  The 
Prifcillianifts  receive  all  forts 
of  books,  Canonical  and  Apo- 
cryphal too.  You  have  their 
words  in  that  Book,  A 
Hymn  which  Christ  se- 
cretly TAUGHT  HIS  APO- 
STLES   AND  DiSCIPLES ;   for 

it  is  written.  Having  fung  4. 
hynm^ho  went  up  into  a  moun*' 
tainy  and  which  is  fiot  placed 
in  the  Canon  by  reafon  of 
thofe  who  are  governed  by 
their  own  fentiments,  and  not 
by  the  Spirit  and  truth  of 
God.  In  that  hymn  there  are 
die  following  words  to  be 
fung  and  faid,  I  will  bind^  and 


•  Lib.  hip.  cit.  p.  307. 

-    o  % 


fUt 


:  19^  AMytnn  of  Chrift  priced  J^urious.      PARTir. 

qui  me  videS'-^'Janua  fum  tibij  I  will  be  bound,  I  will  fave^ 
quicunque  me  pulfas^-^^^i  and  I  will  be  faved,  IwiU 
vides  quod  agOy  face  opera  adorn^  and  J  will  be  adomeL 
mea^  1  am  a  light  to  tbee^  whofeeft 

me.  I  am  a  gate  to  thee^  who 
knockefl  at  me*  Thou  whofeeji 
what  I  doy  canceal  n^  works. 

From  this  account  we  fee  what  gave  occafion  to  this  im- 
pious forgery,  viz.  our  Saviour^ s  Jinging  a  hymn  with  bis 
Apojlles  after  the  pafchal f upper ^  and  their  going  thereupon  up  to 
the  mount  of  Olives^  Matt.  xxvi.  30.  The  hereticks,  who 
efteemed  it,  were  an  impious  fort  of  Chriftians,  in  the  middle 
of  the  fourth  century,  fo  called  from  Prifcilllanus,  a  Spahiards 
who  jumbled  together  and  adopted  the  fiUy  and  ridiculous  te- 
nets of  the  Gnofticks  and  Montanifts.  That  this  hymn  was 
forged  by  Prifcillian  himfelf,  or  fome  of  his  followers,  feems 
to  me  probable,  from  the  laft  words  of  it  in  the  foregoing, 
fragment,  Thouy  who  feeft  what  I  do^  conceal  my  works*  For 
concealing  their  myfteries  and  fecrecy  of  their  dodbines  was 
enjoined  all  the  k&.\  and  St.  Auftin  tells  us,  this  was  one  of 
their  maxims  ^ ; 

Jura\  perjura\  fecretum  prodere  noR. 
Swear;  forfwear;  but  be  careful  of  your  fecrets. 

.  However  it  may  be,  as  to  this  conje£lure,t  the  hymn  was 
certainly  fpurious,  for  the  fame  reafons  as  the  former  pieces 
falfely  afcribed  to  Chrift,  Prop.  IV,  V,.  and  VI.  But  be- 
ifides,  the  ihort  fragment  given  us  by  St.  Auftin  undeniably 
proves  it ;  for  th^re  cannot  be  any  thing  more  difagreeable  to 
the  ftyle  of  Chrift  than  it  is ;  in  which  there  are  no  where 
fuch  jingles  and  playing  with  founds,  as  appear  to  be  in  this. 
Moreover^  if  I  miftake  not^  the  jingle  in  the  two  firft  fen* 
cences  proves  this  hymn  to  he  firft  written  in  the  Latin 
tongue ;  for  though  indeed  it  is  poffible  they  may  be.  a  tranf* 
lation,  yet  nothing  can  be  more  improbable,  than  that  two 

•  Vid.  Augiift.  dc  H«rcf.  Num.  *  Dc  Haeref,  ad  Quodv.  Num. 

7«*  T«  QpP'  ^.  70*  T.  0pp.  6. 

fuch 
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fttchdiftinA  ideas,  2A  binding  zni/aving,  fhould  have  been 
brought  togedier  in  fucfa  a  manner,  as  they  are,  by  any  other 
means,  than  the  great  likenefs  whic]^  there  is  between  the 
(oundsj  Johere  ind  falvare.  Nothing  elfe  could  have  pro- 
duced two  fiich  fentences  as,  folvere  voh  i^folvi  ^obj  falvare 
voh  ^  falvari  vob*  It  is  therefore  to  be  judged  fpurious  by 
Prop.  XL  and  XII. . 

But  to  conclude  this  matter,  it  is  plain  by  the  exprefs  tef* 
timonies  of  thebeft  writers  among  the  antients,  that  our  Lord 
Jefus  Chrift  left  nothing  behind  him  in  writing,  aldiough 
^ere  be  indeed  many  fayings,  not  in  our  Gofpels,  attributed 
to  our  Saviour,  to  be  found  in  the  antient  books,  which,  for 
the  entertainment  of  the  curious  in  thefe  things,  I  have  col- 
leded».  and  iball  place  in  an  Appendix  at  the  end  of  this 
volume. 


C  H  A  P.    XVI. 

The  TeJIimonia  rf  the  Antients  concerning  the  Go/pel  of  the 
Egyptians.  All  its  Fragments :  fuppofed  by  Utter  Writers  to 
be  written  before  Luke  wrote  his  GofpeL  Too  highly  efteemed 
by  the  Moderns*  Rejected  by  all  the  Antients  as  Apocryphal. 
Clemens  Alexandrinus  rejeSfed  it.  It  was  forged  by  the 
Monks  of  Egypt.  This  largely  proved^  with  an  Account  of 
Philo*s  Therapeuta. 

NMmb.  XVL     The  GOSPEL  according  to  the 

EGYPTIANS. 

THIS  was  one  ofthe  moft  celebrated  of  all  the  antient 
Apocryphal  books ;  it  is  frequently  mentioned  in  the  old 
writings,  and  very  highly  efteemed  by  feveral  of  our  modern 
criticks,  being  fuppofed  to  have  been  a  faithful  compofure  of 
fme  catholick  Chriftians  in  Egypty  before  either  of  the  four  Ca^ 
noriical  Gofpels  now  received.  It  requires  therefore  a  very  ex- 
^St  and  critical  inquiry  ^  in  attempting  which  I  fhall,  accord- 

O  3  iflg 


15$  Fragmm^tfibi  ..»AitTn^ 

ing  ta  my  method,  firft  produce  the  teftimooies.  ami  fiagineQM 
of  it,  which  are  to  be  found  in  the  antient  books,  then  die 
opinions  of  the  moderns^  which  I  have  met  with,  concerning; 
it)  adding  the  mod  fuitaUe  remarks  I  can  upon  the  wbde. 

The  antient  Tiftimmes  and  Fragments:  of  the  Gejpel  acc9r£ng 

ts  the  Egyptians. 

I.  THE  firft  writer  who  has  mentioned  any  thing  of  it,  ^ 
Qemens  Alexandrinus  in  the  latter  end  of  the  fecond  centurr  t 
the  feveral  places  are  as  follow,  viz, 

Strom,  lib.  ^^  p.  445.  w 

T^i  S»X*f|64i7 1  Kugio?  TTuvftflt-     When    Salome    afted    our 


T8 


Lord,  How  long  Death  fioteU 
prevail?  (not  as  though  lifir 
were  an  evil,  or  the  creation, 
an  evil)  he  anfwered>  Js  hng 
as  ye  women  do  bring  firth 
children. 


It  is  not  cxprefsly  faid  by  Clemens  here,  that  this  paffage 
was  in  the  Gofpel  of  the  Egyptians  i  but  it  evidently  appears. 
to  be  taken  thence  by  the  next  paffage  a  few  pages  after,  visB« 


Page 
0»     ii      ocyrirccc<rofi£]/oiy    X? 

^STQf^i   Siy   oi^oiky    Iv   Tw    x,xr 
A»*yu7rT*a?   EJayyfXKj)*    ^a-tr* 

HA^ov   jcaraAuVa*   ra    toyx 


4Sa. 

But  they  who  oppofe  (die 
,  defign)  of  God's  creation,  by 
their  fpecious  pretences  to  ce- 
libacy, cite  thofe  things  which 
our  Saviour  fpake  to  Salome^ 
which  I  j  uft  before  mentioned. 
They  are,  I  think>  in  the  Gof 
pel  according  to  the  Egyptians  % 
for  they  fay,  that  our  Saviom 
himfelf  faid^  /  am  come  t&  de^ 
Jiroy  the  works  of  the  imm0»^ 


tiLkf,  lArii? 


Gofiel  f  the  E^tians. 


m 


Tti?  iirtdvfxta^y  ff7«>  ^  ye-     ^^^  is,  the  works  of  female 
viciv  }uu  ^opoiv.  '    concupifccncc,  generation  and 

corruption. 

From  \d)at  follows  in  Clemens  it  appears^  that  upon  our 
Saviour's  faying  this,- Salome  alked  him  the  foregoing  quef- 
tion,  viit.  How  long  it  Jhould  be  that  death  Jhtmld  prevail  againjl 
nun?  and  he  anfwercd.  While  ye  women  bring  forth  children. 
To  which  in  the  next  page  we  meet  with  her  reply,  and  our 
Saviouif  s  anfwer  again> 

Page  453. 

*«/tA£vtj?  j»^  «ot7c,  KaXwc     Hereupon  flie  faid,   Then  I 

have  done  well  in  bearing  no 
children^  Jeeing  there  is  no  ne» 
cejjity  of  generation.  To  which 
our  Lord  replied,  Feed  upon 
every  herb,  but  that  which  is 
bitter  eat  not^ 


Page  465. 


At%   T8T0    T0(   0   Kob^cyocvi^ 
hteffsn^^  ttrirs  yvu<r^in^troci  rx 

nfxr^ffviriy    ycoci   oruv  yivrHoci 


0  El/,  xai  TO  appEi/  fAsrx 


Tri? 

3'YiAu'  Txr^urov  ^iv  avj  si/  tok 
ir«jftJ£^oj(t£voK  n/AU/  rirotf&^if 
EvayffAwK  »x  Ejgojutfy  ri  pn- 
Tov,  «aV  6V  fJ>  xar'  Alyuir- 


Wherefore  Caffianus  faith, 
that  when  Salome  afked 
(ChriftJ  rn^en  the  things 
Jhould  be  inown^  concerning 
which  Jhe  enquired?  our  Lord 
anfwered,  fFhen  you  Jhall  de* 
fpife^  or  have  no  need  for,  a 
covering  of  your  nakednefs^ 
and  when  two  Jhall  become  one^ 
and  the  male  with  the  fe* 
male^  neither  male  nor  female  % 
(Clemens  adds)  Firft,  I  ob- 
ferve,  this  is  not  in  either  of 
the  four  Gofpels  delivered  to 
us,  but  in  the  Gofpel  according 
to  the  Egyptians. 

O  4  This 
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Fragments  tfib$ 


rA&T  »• 


This  laft  p^flkge^  widi  fane,  little  variation,  is  in  the  did  of 
ih9  ficond  EpiJiU  of  Qemens  to  the  Corinthiansy  and  will  be 
produced  in  the  Appendix  at  the  end  of  this  volumie, 

§ 

II.  The  Gofpel  according  to  the  Egyptians  is  mentioned  by 
Origen »,  The  Church  receives  only  four  Go/pels^  the  bereticks 
have  very  many,  fuch  as  that  according  to  the  Egyptians^  {sft. 
See  the  paflage  produced  at  large  above.  Num.  V»  chap.  y. 
it  is  mentioned  in  the  fame  manner  by  Ambro& :  fee  the 
fame  place. 

III.  It  is  alfo  mentioned  by  Jerome  ^  ih  the  paflage  above 
produced  at  large.  Num.  IV.  chap.  7.  in  init.;  Many  have 
wrote  Gofpelsj  which  gaveoccajion  to  herejies^  without  the  Spirit 
and  Grace  of  Godyfuch  as  that  according  to  the  Egyptians^  i^c. 

IV.  Epiphanius  in  his  account  of  the  herefy  of  the  Sabel- 

liaiis  faith,  they  eftabliihed  their  erroneous  principles  by  the 

Gofpel  of  the  Egyptians^  and  odier  Apocryphal  books.     His 

words  are, 

Haeref.  LXII.  §•  2. 

K£Xftii/Ta»   i\    TaK    -crdiroii'f     They  make  ufe  of  all  the 


yjfi  Aia3'>f>tii?,  Afi^ffl-i  ii  ritruf 
utq    auTOi    iycXiyourxi    xotr» 

«koi«v— T^v  ft  wuiTOtv  auTWk 
TirXakrfy,  xal  riv  tJic  is'Xdyrii 

voKPMfuv  riutavy  fjt,aXifoc  oovo 
rS  xocXaiAtvn  AiyuirriH  Euay- 
yfXu,  0)  rivtg  TO  ovof^a  lire- 
^ivro  tSto*  Iv  otuTw  y»f  voA- 


Scriptures,  both  of  the  Old 
and  New  Teftament,  but 
principally  of  fome  certain 
pafiages,  which  they  pick  out 
according  to  their  own  cor- 
rupt and  prepofterous  fend-* 
ments.*— But  the  whole  of 
their  errors,  and  the  miun 
ftrength  of  their  heterodoxy 
.  they  have  from  fome  Apocry- 
phal books,  but  principaOy 
from  that  which  is  called.  The 
Gofpel  of  the  Egyptians  \  wluch 
is  a  name  fome  have  given  it: 


*.  Homil.  inLuCi,  i.  s« 


^  Fr»f.in  Comm.  inMatth. 


X0& 
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}s»  t^ioSrci  »;  j»  va^«Cusib>  for  in  that  many  things  of 

ppifiwJw?,  Ih  wfOffwV*  t5  thisfiMtarepropdcdinahid- 

2«r?f Off  dvaficsrmy  «V  «ut5  ^^'^  myftcrious  manner,  as  by 

»   •"  ^      -<•        cs.      •«      ^  our  Saviour,  as  though  he  had 

1  .     V      „     /         t      »  find  to  his  Difciples,  TJd*  ^i^ 

ituTpy  «»v«|^  n«Tif «,  TO.  au.  f^^i^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  p^^^^^ 
To»  A«i  uloir,  Tov  auToy  m«»  ^^^  5^^  /A^yi«#  Perfon,  and 
aym  TsnuvfAco.  tfje  Holy  Gboft  the  farm  Per- 

fon* 

Thefe  are  the  accounts  we  nave  from  antiquity  of  this  fit* 
mous  Gofpel.  / 

My  fecond  propofid  nt^as,  In  like  manner  to  give  fome  ac« 
count  c^  the  ientiments  of  m(!>re  modern  writers  concerning  it. 

I 
I 

Sixtus  denenfis  *• 

72/  Goffel  of  ihi  Egyptians^  or  according  to  the  Egyptians^ 

was  made  ufe  of  by  the  hereticks,  called  Valentinians.    Cle-* 

mens  Alcxandrinus  reje£b  (anfwers)  certain  teftimonies  cited 

out  of  it  by  Julius  Caffianus,  and  odier  hereticks,  to  coniiroi 

their  errors.    Epiphanius  (ays,  the  Sabellians  endeavoured  to 

prove  out  of  it,  that  the  Father,  Son  and  Spirit  were  one 

Perfom  t 

Erafmus  ^. 

When  St.  Luke  fays,  chap.  i.  ver.  i.  That  many  have  taken 

in  band  to  write^  bfc.  he  means  thofe  who  attempted,  but 

were  not  fuccefsful  in  writing ;  for  at  that  time  not  only  the 

Gofpds  of  St.  Matthew  and  Mark  were  extant,  but  many 

other  Gofpels  were  publiflied,  viz.  The  Gofpel  of  the  N9- 

zarenes,  Thomas,  Matthias,  the  Gofpel  according  to  the 

Egyptians,  that  of  the  Twelve  Apoftles,  NicodemuSj  and 

others,  which  were  afterwards  rejedled  by  the  Church  as  Apo* 

cryphal. 

Grotius  *. 

It  is  evident,  that,  when  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gofpel,  there  were 
many  other  books  extant  concerning  Chrift,  the  importance 

>  *  Biblioth.  San£L  lib.  a.  p.  sS.         *  /nnot.  ineund'.loc. 
^  Annot.  in  Luc.  c.  i*  v.  i. 

of 
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tt  the  fubjeft  inSuenckig  many  to  that  underbdcing :  but  a^ 
diefe  others  colle£ted  llie  common  rumours,  it  is  not  ftnnge 
lliey  fhould  mix  true  and  falfe  tilings  tpgether,  among  whom 
I  reckon  the  moft  antient  writer  of  the  Gofpel  according  to 
tiie  Egyptians :  for  as  to  the  other  Gofpels  which  were  fpread 
abroad^  they,  are  the  impious  forgeries  of  much  later  days, 

Mr.  Du  Pin  K 

The  antients  make  mention  of  two  Gofpels,  which  were 
not  of  the  fame  authority  with  the  four  Canonical  Go^s, 
but  which  cannot  be  rejected,  as  records  invented  by  the  he<> 
retioks  to  authorife  their  errors,  viz.  the  Goffetoftbe  Nkza'^ 
nnes,  and  tbi  Gofpel  cccordirig  to  the  Egypttaht* 

Father  Simon  b« 

The  Fathers  have  fometimes  made  ufe  of  Apocryphal  books> 

and  have  quoted  even  falfe  Gofpels;  as   for  example,  the 

Gofpel  that  is  called,  according  to  the  Egyptians;  which  yet  is 

not  on  this  fcore  alone  to  be  reckoned  authentick,  viz.  be- 

caufe  it  is  thought  to  be  moft  antient,  and  cited  in  Clemeri^ 

Alexandfinus  j  nor  ought  we  to  rejeft  it  under  this  pretence 

alone,  that  the  GnofHcks  and  SabelHans  have  maintained  theit' 

errors  by  this  book. 

Dr.  Grabe^ 

What  this  learned  writer  faith  concerning  this  Gofpd  is 

too  long  to  be  here  trahfcribed;  it  may  bie  faffident  t6 

trxprefe  the  fabftance  of  his  opinfon  in  the  followirig 

particulars.     He  fuppofes, 

'    r.  It  had  its  title  from  its  fir/I  author s^  whom  the  niyftJCal 

ftjrle  of  the  book,  fo  much  in  requeft  amoing  the  Egyptians, 

evidences"  to  hav'e  been  fome  Chriftian^  in  Egypt. 

2.  That  this,  as"  well  as  the  Gofpel  of  the  tieirews^  was  p«i- 
lijbed  before  Luke*5  Gofpel^  and  was  referred  to  by  him  in  Ms 
Preface^  as  being  wrote  before  either  of  the  four  Canonical 
Gofpels. 

•  Hift.  of  the  Canon  of  the  New      part  i .  c.  3 .  p.  a8. 

Teft.  Vol.»Jc.6.  i.  3,  '  «  Spicilfl^,  Patr.-  torn.  1.  p.*  31 

*  Critic.  Hiit.  of  the  New  Teft.      to  p.  34.. 

3.  Tljat 


tBAJtdKfj:     <        Wriurs  $9iuermng  k^  %o% 

3*  TW  Gknms  jBtxambrinus  did  not  rtjeif  itj  but  endea- 
Toafednthcr  toeaq^kua  it>  and  make  the  pafiages  cited  of  it  to 
.appevcafiableof  a  gc)od  meantng^whidi  he  would  never  have 
deo^  if  be  efteemed  it  die  compofiire  of  an  herettck. 

Dr.  Mills. 

About  this  time,  vis,  the  year  of  Chrift  58,  or  a.  litde 
iboner,  diere  werecompofed  by  the  bdieving  Chrift ians  certain 
Uftoriod  accounts  of  Chrift  and  his  adions,  as  appears  from 
Sti  Luke^s  Preface  to  his  Gcfpel.  Thefe  were  compofed  befiare 
ddier  of  our  prcfent  Canonical  Gofpels,  not  with  any  ill  de* 
figa,  but  the  very  ^me  as  our  Gofpels  now  received.  Anung 
dicfe  die  moft  celebrated  were>  the  Go/pel  of  the  HehnwSy 
and  the  G$/pil  according  to  the  Egyptians ;  fee  his  Prdegoow 
in  N*  T.  §•  35  to  38*  It  is  probable  the  authors  of  it  were 
EiTenes^  who  received  the  Chriftian  faith  from  the  preaching 
of  Mark  at  Alexandria*  Nor  does  it  feem  to  have  been  made 
ufe  of  by  them  publickly,  after  the  publifhing  of  our  four  Car- 
nonicajk  Gofpels.    See  §•  50.   ~ 

* 

Mr.  Le  Clerc  \ 

Several  learned  men  fuppofe  the  fa1(e  Goipek,  viz.  that 
€C£or£ng  to  the  Hebrews^  or  that  according  to  the  Egyptians^ 
g^ve  occafion  to  Mark  and  Luke  to  write  their  Gofpels ;  but 
inafimich  as  we  find  no  intimations  of  this  in  our  Gofpels,  it 
feems  much  better  to  believe,  that  thofe  holy  and  infpired  men 
were  fufficiently  apprtfed  of  the  danger  of  leaving  fuch  impor* 
tant  matters  only  to  the  memories  of  men,  before  any  fuch 
Ipurious  Gofpels  were  publifhed. 

Mr.  Whiflonb. 

The  Therapeutae  mentioned  by  Philo  feem  to  have  been 
thofe  firft  Cbriftians  Afceticks^  which  were  converted  from 
tjbc  Jews,  chiefly  in  Egypt,  foon  after  our*  Saviour's  paffion^ 
before  the  coming  of  Mark  thither,  and  ta  have  both  imper* 
&&ly  underftood  and  pra6)dled  die  Chriftian  religion.    Eufe^ 

•  Hift.  ifccl.  S:cul.  I.  Aim..  *»  Efiay  on  the  Cgnftitut.  c.  x. 
LXV.  §.  XI,  p.  433,  p.  37, 

bins. 
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bius,  Epipbanius  and  Jerome,  plainly  take  tfaem  for  Cbrif- 
tians,  and  their  facred  antient  myftical  books  are  by  Eufebios 
fttppofed  to  be  the  Go/pels  and  EpiftUs  of  the  New  TeftameniK 
The  modern  cridcks  are  entirely  puzzled  ilbout  thefe  Then- 
peutse,  and  yet  are  not  willing  commonly  to  believe  tfaem 
Chriftians.  And  indeed  Eufebius's  opinion,  that  dieir  an- 
dent  allegorical  books  were  our  Gofpels  and  Epiftles,  is  lia- 
ble to  great  exceptions,  fince  they  are  not  allegorical  in  dieir 
nature,  nor  were  they  publifhed  any  confiderable  time  before 
Philo's  own  writings ;  fo  that  upon  the  i^ole,  I  believe,  it  is 
more  reafonable  to  fay,  thefe  Therapeutae  were  tfaofe  firft 
ChiMians  JfcetUks^  who  had  gotten  very  imperfed  accounts 
of  Chriftianity,  and  were  guided  by  the  Gof^el  according  to  the 
Egyptiansy  which,  we  know  by  the  fragments  remaining,  was 
a  Gofpel  fufEciently  myftical  and  allegorical,  according  to 
die  genius  of  that  nadon. 

Thefe  are  the  fendments  of  the  cridcks  in  later  ages  con- 
cerning diis  Gofpel.  I  have  now  only  left  to  make  fome  re- 
flections upon  the  whole.    Accordingly  I  obferve : 

Observ.  I.  That  the  Gofpel  of  the  Egyptians  was  certainly 
an  Apocryphal  book.  This  appears,  I.  by  Prop.  IV.  it  not 
being  found  in  any  of  the  antient  catalogues  of  facred  writings; 
2.  by  Prop.  V.  as  it  is  not  cited  in  any  of  the  old  records  of 
Cbrijlianity^  but  rejeded  as  Apocryphal  by  Clemens  Alexan* 
drinus,  Origen,  Jerome  and  Epiphanius,  who  are  the  only 
Fathers  who  have  mentioned  the  name  of  it.  This  is  evidtot 
as  to  the  three  laft,  and  may  be  eafily  colleded  from  the  paf* 
fages  of  Clemens  above  cited,  as  1  fhail  undeniably  (hew  pre- 
fently ;  3.  by  Prop.  VI.  it  not  appearing  even  to  have  been 
read  in  the  Chrijiian  ajfemhltes  \  4.  by  Prop.  VIII.  as  it  con^ 
tained  things  contrary  to  known  truths.  Of  this  fort  I  believe 
every  one  will  readily  allow  the  doSirine  of  the  unlawfulnefs  of 
all  marriages^  which,  it  is  certain  from  the  pailages  of  Cle- 
mens, this  Gofpel  aflerted.  Of  this  fort  muft  needs  be  our 
Saviour* s  declaringy  he  came  into  the  world  to  put  an  end  to  all 

*  Hill.  Eel  f.  lib.  2.  c.  17.  p.  53,  &c. 

marriage^ 
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fnarfiagij  u  e.  in  eiFed  to  the  race  of  mankmcl;  whidi  h  is 
plaiii)  by  the  indiole  of  Clemens's  arguing,  as  well  as  by  die 
pafiage  itfelf,  was  declared  as  fpoken  by  Chrift  in  this  Gofpek 
Laftly,  of  this  fort  Epiphanius  reckoned  the  Sabellian  herefy, 
which  was  evidently  contained  therein }  but  from  hence  I 
conclude  nothing,  it  being' at  this  day  defended  by  fome :  but 
a  moft  undoubted  inftance  of  falfehood  is,  that  Salome  in  this 
Gofpel  is  introduced,  as  applauding  herfelf  y^r  having  heme 
no  cbildnn  (fee  the  place  above  out  of  Clem.  Alexand.  p.  453.) 
whereas  it  is  certain,  that  Salome  was  the  wife  of  Zebedee^ 
and  the  mother  of  James  and  John,  two  c^our  Lord's  Apoi^ 
ties;  for  (he,  who  is  by  Matthew  called  the  mother  of  Zih^ 
dtii  children^  chap,  xxvii.  56.  is  by  JVEark,  chap.  xv.  40.  ex- 
prefily  called  Salome:  that  tfaefe  children  were  John  and 
James,  appears  from  Matt.  iv.  21.  x.  2.  and  many  other 
places.  5.  It  was  evidently  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  XI.  feeing  it 
relates  thofe  things  as  fpoken  by  Chrift^  which  are  direSfly  oppoftti 
to  his  known  fiyle  and  manner  rfj^oaking ;  for  urtiereas  that  was 
perfeitly  clear ^  eafy  and  familiar^  the  &yings  l^ere  attributed 
to  him  are  each  of  them  mj/iicaly  involved  and  perplex^  and 
more  like  the  fodiih  ambiguous  anfwers  of  the  Delphick  ora^ 
cleSy  than  the  rational  and  plain  difcourfes  of  Jtfus  Chrift» 
To  inftance  only  in  one,  when  Salome  aflced  him,  fflfen  the 
things^  which ^  enquired  abouty  Jbould  come  to  pafsf  H^  is  made 
to  anfwer,  fUjen  you  /hall  tread  underfoot  (or  defpile)  the  CO'^ 
vering  of  your  nakednefsy  and  when  two  Jball  become  oncy  and 
the  male  with  the  female  neither  male  nor  female. 

It  feems  ^erefore  very  unaccountable,  that  the  authors 
above  mentioned,  viz.  Grotius,  Du  Pin,  Father  Simon,  and 
Dr.  Grabe,  Jhould  have  thought  fo  highly  of  this  Gofpely  and 
reckon  it  of  1^  different  fort  from  the  books  of  hereticks,  and 
not  to  bereje^ed,  I  leave  it  to  the  reader,  after  what  is  now 
iaid,  to  judge,  whether  the  five  arguments  I  have  offered  to 
prove  it  Apocryphal,  do  not  alfo  evidence  it  to  have  been  the 
compofure  of  fome  monftrous  and  filly  hereticks,  as  Origen 
and  Jerome  exprefsly  iay,  and  confequently  to  be  reje£ted  as 
an  impious  ^d  ridiculous  forgery. 

V 

Obse&v* 


Observ.  U,  Qinnns  AUxambmitt  mvirfawfhc  G^- tf 
the  Egypfians^  never  made^fte  citatUn  out  rfiU  f^^U  ^  tbi^»n^ 
trary^  rtjeded  it  as  an  impUus^  hgntual^  and  jfyxry^al  hwJU 

This  obfef  vatioQ  is  of  very  confidexable  importaace  in  this 
matter^  becaufe  the  want  of  it  induced  the  learned  <;riticks 
juft  named  into  their  erroneous  and  too  high  opinioa  ol  this 
Gofpeln  They  imagined^  it  was  appealed  tO|  and  made  ufe  of, 
by  Clemens  Romamis  and  Clemens  Alexandrinus  in  their 
writings,  and  therefore  concluded,  it  ought  not  to  be  meanly 
bought  of*  It  is  cited  by  St.  Clemens  of  Alexandria  (iaitli 
Du  Pin  a },  Clemens  Romanus  (iai&  Dr.Grabe  ^)^  or  wioever 
was  the  autbar  of  the  fecond  Epiftk  to  the  Corinthians^  uudetih^ 
£dly  moji  antient^  made  ufe  ofit*  And  again,  Clemens  Jllex$n^. 
idrinus  doth  not  reje^  it^  hut  Jo  far  approve  ofitj  as  to  endeavour 
io  explain  its  myftical  and  obfcure  phages.  But  as  I  ihall  here- 
after prove  abundantly,  that  Clemens  of  Rome  never  made 
any  appeal  to  this  A^ryphal  Go^,  (viz.  in  the  Appendix) 
fo  I  fliall  endeavour  here  to  prove  the  fiune  of  Clemens  <]f 
Alescandria.  My  obfervation  confifts  of  three  parts :  viz. 
that  he  never  faw  itj  nor  cited  ity  but  reje^ed  it.  I  ihall  en- 
deavour to  prove  the  trudi  of  each  ieparatety. 

X.  Clemens  Alexandrinus  never  faw  the  G^pel  according  to 
the  Egyptians,  •  This  I  gather  from  what  himfelf  (ays  in  the 
fecond^teftlmony,  viz.  p.  452.  above  produced;  ^i^tuXk^^lfAOh 

Tiefe  things  (viz.  the  difcourles  between  Chrift  and  Salome) 
are  J  as  I  sv^foSE^to  be  found  in  the  Gofpel  according  to  the 
Egyptians ;  foTy  they  lay,  that  our  Saviour  faid^  {s^r.  Fipm 
^?riience  it  is  plain^  that  he  was  uncertain  in  what  Gp^  thefe 
difcourfes  were,  elfe  he  would  not  have  faid,  I  fappofe  they 
are  therein.  Had  he  read  the  Gofpel,  or  ever  ieen  it^  he 
could  not  have  been  in  this  doubting  uncertainty.  BefideSf 
from  the  next  vtrords  it  is  evident,  he  only  cites  by  tradition 
from  otikevs^  they  Jayy  that  our  Saviour  faidjhefe  things*^  vrtiich' 
implies  his  own  dubioufnefs  and  ignorance  in  the  matter. 

•  Hiftor.  of  the  Canon  f  f  the  N.  ^  Splcikg.  Patr.  torn.  i.  p,  34. 

Tdi  vol  1.  p.  6.  §.  3, 

2.  Clemens 


t.  Clemen^  Akxaodrinus  mvir  ^Ud  wr  appiaUd^  i§  this 
Qjj^iL  This  wA^  does  no^eflacily  foUow  from  d»  f<tfm«r 
i^ad,  Imt  wiU  <noi?^  qkarly  appear^  if  we  confidar>  that  all  the 
feve^  frs^gpi<eiit$  of  it|  thatare  extant  in  Clemens, ti;fr^j>rMiirr/^ 
iy  iii  hntkht  ag^inft  wb^m  hi  is  dij^uiiug^  mt  by  bim^  a» 
will  apgenr  by  a  ^^  reading  the  plettes  cited :  fo  the  firft 
P^S^  P%9  4451  h^  premifes  twmra,  m^  JWcrpivl^w*  mtw  t^ 

/fl»^  ev^ribrcw  and  cofrfiOe  tbi  things  urged  or  cited  6j  ibnm 
mt  if  the  G^fp^l  of  the  Egyptiesnsy  i^c*    So  likewtfe  in  the 

0^  p^i^ge^^p.  4521*     Oi  ^  »rHT9i^aii^m  tS  tOuru  lif  Qfi^-^A^ 

who  opprfe  the  deftgns  tf  God's  creation  by  their  fpecietfsfretin^e$ 
te  c^Ub^cy^  cite  thofe  things,  which  our  Saviour  Jpaja  to  ia-^ 
^)  Vfbnhlbave  above  mentioned^  £^a  Again  in  the  thkd  pa£- 
^^  P«  453*    H^  p(emif<;ib  wx}  M»»  T»  «{?« T4Mr  fr^f  2;«A^f  i«v 

^^i«irif^f«i0^>»  &c.'  %he  thirds  wiicb  follow^  j^tent^S^tlomOf 
th^  cite,  ft;i&«  ^a</  ro^^r  ufi  any  books  than  the  Canonical  one^ 
&c.  Once  more  p.  465.  be  particularly  mentions  the  ^rfoa 
who  cited  this  Gofpel,  a»^  tSt»  xm  q  k«0'^i«io(  fnol,  wt^euQfjJpie 
t^f  £«?Uef4d9c»  &c.  HHnrefore  CaJJianus  faitb^  when  Sxdonw 
eflud  Cbrifit^  &c.  So  that  noticing  qan  be  more  manifeft^  thda 
Ikt  Cleoiens  himfelf  does  no|  cite  or  appeal  to  this  Apocryphal 
pjeoe^  ^ut  ooiy  cites  the  writings  of  bereticks,  in  which  .;^ 
peali  were  m^  to  it* 

^Ht,  3.  CLpq^i^  w^l  ib  &r  from  cii^g  i^  or  approving  th4 
Q<^loftbei  Mgyptimij  that  be  utterly  rejects  ity  as  an  impious^ 
kroti^  and  Jpoefrypb^l  boo^.  This  will  be  inanifei):,  if  vet 
ll^foi^  tb$tt  tb^.  Only  defign  of  Clemen$^  in  produjciing  thele 
pa^gOl  out  of  tb^  heceticks'  bookS)  is  to  confute  then^.  and 
tbi^ir  ridicMloM^  Hiol^ic^s  of  the  UI^awf^1nefs  of  all  ()its  of 
9)^rriages.  H^ce  hf  Begjjj^s  with  this  introdu^ion,  p.  445. 
^  As  for  tli^/e  who  by  fpecionp  pretences  of  continency  think 
"  impioufly  both  of.  the  creation,  and  the  Holy  Creator,  th<5 
*•  only  Almighty  God,  and  fay,  that  no  marriages  are  lawful, 
"  nor  procreation,  of  children ;  that  we  ought  not  to  bring 
^  others  into  the  world  to  be  unhappy,  nor  fatisfy  the  cruelty 
**  Qf  death,  I  have  the  following  things  to  fay  ;  firft,  that  of 

"  John 
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^^  John,  And  now^  tbire  art  many  Antichriftsj  whenct  we  know 
<*  tbi  latiT  times  are  come.  They  went  eut  from  uSy  but  were 
^  never  of  USy  for  iftbty  bad  been  efusy  tben  tbey  would  bave 
^^  continued  witb  us,    "Evmra  tuu  WpiiA'ot  ahhsp  t*  vw  avrSr 

^  pif^fAtm  ju^|^fr«K  >  3^  «r*Y>  ^  2a^/Kii>  &r.  In  tbe  next  place 
*'  I  mufi  confute  tbofe  tbings^  which  they  cite  (out  of  the  Gof* 
^*  pd  of  the  Egyptians)  in  this  manner ^  When  Salome  ajkei 
^  Chrifty  &r.  p.  445/'  Which  when  he  had  confuted^  he  in« 
troduces  the  next  paflage  diua :  ^  Tbey  who  by  their  plaufiik 
^'  celibacy  oppofe  the  creation  rfGody  urge  the  things  Jpoken  by 
<<  Qfrift  to  Salomoj  tic.  p.  452."  And  in  die  next  page, 
though  he  does  not  call  tins  Gofpel  in  fo  many  words  Apocry- 
phal, yet  he  plainly  does  in  other  words :    c^^-  x«i  td  1^$ 

rSf  irpo(  £a^wp}v  u^fAtwtf  iirifi^o'ip,  o»  vmtrrm  ftoAXir  n  t^  utvrm  TW 
WXnStMM  cvtt^fiXiic*!  roi;^arrtc  KetfSn,  fmfdJnt  ydf  oMk,  iSf<»     The 

things  which  fottowyfpoken  to  Salomoythey  citCy  who  bad  rather 

follow  any  thing  than  tbe  true  Canon  of  the  Gojpely  f^c.  p.  453. 

Once  more»  when  be  is  about  to  aniwer  the  fragment  urged 

out  of  this  Gofpd,  he  reafons  againft  it  thus  :  UfSm  ^w  Ji>  I r 

h  rS  xar  Alyvwltag.  Fir/fj  fays  he,  this  filing  is  not  in  either  of 
the  four  Go/^el  which  have  been  (receiyed)  deliverfdto  uSy  ht 
in  that  according  to  the  Egyptians,  p.  465.  He  who  wiU  lay 
diefe  things  together  widiout  prejudice,  muft  eyidentfy  per* 
cei ve,  that  as  Qemens  never  tiVt  fo  he  utterly  rgeded  the 
authority  of  this  Gofpel,  and  efteemed  it  no  other  than  a  vile 
forgery  of  fome  impious  bcreticks*  I  wiih  Dr.  Giabe  had 
well  confidered  thefe  things,  before  he  gave  this  Gofpel  fo 
high  a  chara£ter  i  but  prejudice  ftrangely  blinds  the  greateft 
men;  and  it  is  eafy  to  fee  that  Dr.  Grabe's  circumftances, 
when  in  England,  inclined,  him  to  a  too  fond  afieAion  for 
Apocryphal  books :  fo  that  I  think  Le  Clerc  did  him  ik> 
injuftice,  when  he  lately  ftyled  him  Apocryphorum  ninusfU" 
diofusU 

*  Hiftor.  Eccl.  dc  Afcenf.  Chrift,  ad  Ann.  29.  not.  ad.  {.  13.  p«  333* 


€i&mf  vni  ^mmn^fi^  and  vtfy  fr^baUf  fy  tkoft  4fJig/fii 

Fif^  Wh<^  thin  were  M  fhf  nkiry  itfai^i^.i^'Cbr^liutAf 

great  numbers  (fpitfim  tailed  Cbrffii4mti  Vfb0it^tid  tke  «jl-> 

.iaiofitlm^i  afimtriagts^  <md  fr^jgid^  greai  ahJUmkafiufs  in 

tkm-^umn^^Ji/Bf.    A^^io&^  nbefe  St*  Psiui.JwdMs  in  &mtl 

«f^i$  JE^uAics^  for  uf^ft^hiiocs t^dfefwoids  i.  Cor.  vlu  i.  his 

f9t4/^  a  man  not  t§fmci'aaui9matt%  wkichatriftit  St.  PaoPs 

W9^  (9s^9«HrTraiifl«iotxTftlJte  IUbi  to4)^aiid  moft  perfcms 

4i^s9k)  b\xp4&iifr  wards  iohinn  aalitnKting  ariqiieflioii  tbit  hid 

bQ(9i#:|rte(i  bf  iasaa  ^hsiietildDi  ammg^  tBom,  fwhHhar  it  was 

lmf^Li^m»rtyf  Id  h\$  firA)£piftle  to  TknoAy^  (c.  iv.  3;) 

te-AitM^'plMiiljjr  meittiaiiS:  tkem  as  Jtpart^  frmn  the  faM^ 

ifwmi  bud  y  /idnciag  fpirk^^  and  daShrinu  ^DsvUs^Jbr^ 

Jiddim.^ marry i  find  aommanding  to  akfiidm  from  ntutts^  iiU. 

And  ^^\o9  VI  his  £|^le.(t»  ilie  Gobffittis,  («.  ii.  21*)  lie 

Uamet'tlMiil  for^bdng  it^wencfd  Jby  libr  doitrines  whith  <liB-> 

mandW  t&^«  «•  tQt|th'l»ot)  tuft^  licyt,  amd  handk  not,  i.  z^iot 

touch  womft^htt  aifia^n'  frwp  m^riagos^  and  certain  flriaf 

meats^    ^  thieti^-  figm^  ^  ^  rApoftle  is  gu^rdSog  iiis  convl$Kts 

againftf^he  sinful  iii&oiu|(ifffi$  of  ifcofe  wtKi^flcokrdd  k  was  ^un- 

lawful  for  a  flQan  to  ^Aairry)  pr  have  aay  oonotra  with  >a.^fD« 

SU04  ^^  <^ya  thofi^.  ^i^  lived  Hear  the  Apoftle's  dme,  a^d 

while  d^fe  /0qI^  teuae^  ijtuercs  ^  m  efteoot  mviorflood  him. 

So  Clemens  Alex^ndftiHis  iii.  t]jte  ibredtad  book*  ihliiffvta 

ki^ifthflfGb  ia^  ptffiign  ^  Ptat^  «fyiwwy  i&^  wbo^abbomd 

Jt¥flrJtm^ys^^'tmSi9?p^o^^pi^  aiid 

TfreoUim nxf^mnds^^N^  »li%e  in  Ti»ri».  ^^  na ^fiU^ 

iays inty  wri$ln.  ^Mf^  ikem  viiho  forMinmr^i^^^<*    Sut 

.  In^  ^  Apoftlf -§  fM»t^i¥6C  M^  VCLfind^ftt  in  the  Iwrit. 

itigs  of  the  firfi;  Fathers  continually  fo;  in  the  Epiftle  under 

the  lizxfk^oi  J[gn0itius4o.^  J^hiladelphiansy  we  read,  if  anyone 

call 'lawful  marriage'  and  the  begetting  of  children  corruption 

and  pollution^  or  think.  e{ny  fort  of  food  abominable^  fuch  perfon 

*  P.  447.  See  alio  p.  4.6ft.        '^ -  pt  M«n(^am.  €.15. 
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^lo  The  VnUtujfuinifs  of  Marriage^  6fr.     thklf 

basibi  ap^ati  dr4igon  dwiUing  within  him**  Thol^hiti^ 
obfervable,  that  in  another  part  of  that  fame  Eptftle  \  Ae  au- 
thor gives  n$  fmaU  encomium  to  the  virgins  inthe  6bnrcb rf 
PbHaJelpbia^  who  wete  like  Elijah,  Jofhua,  Melchifedeck» 

X  Eltfta,  Jeremiah;  John  Bapttft,  Timodiyi  Titus^  Euolius,  and 

'  Clement,  who  lived  aU  their  days  in  celibacy* 

Irenaeus,  in  Ms  account  of  the  herefy  and  fiidlowtrs  of  Sa* 
tominvs^teRs  us,  it  wti^  their  opinion,  that  marrying  nnd  tt'- 
gietting  ehiUren  was  ft^m  the  Divily  that  they  abfiainei  frm 

'  kving  creatureoj  aasd  by  their  pretended fan^ity  and  ab/l^otf- 
nefs  induced  many  to  fiihm  thorn  K    The  feme  he  aflerts  ym 

.  the  dofbtne  of  dit  Encratites  ^\  wbo  fprang  from  Marcion, 

V  and  Saturnimis  of  Tatian,  and  his  foHewers  ''r  Tiertllttian 
[  afiirms  the  feoneof  Marcion  often  ^r  Clemens  Alexandrimi 
.  has  Mvote  an^hoie  book  agatnft  this  dodri^e  <rf  Ibe  MM- 
>  unites  aiid  Gnofficfcs,  viz.  that,  invAiich  tb^  Oe^el  eftbe 
.  Egyptians  is  mesttibned. .  In  flimt,  we  find  this  <io£ki4Ae  pro- 
rfelled  not.  only:  by  the.  foremehtioned,  buttfa^  MfifiicMesS 
'  a^poftolicks  or  Apotadicks*>,  Origenians^,  and  Aloft'of  the 
^  hereticks  of  thofe  primitive  times  of  the  Chufch.  •  I  vrillcnly 
\add,  that  in  tbefpiiMous  book,  called  The  ConfiiMkns  of  the 
^ApoftUs^  there  is  aifb  frequent  mention  of  this  doArine  ^ ;  all 
.  .which  Jaid  together  will  fufficiei^y  eonfirn^  the  trttlh  of  my 
-vobfervation^  that  there  were  in  the  infanty  of  Chri/Hanity  many 
^pgrfons  called  ChriJiiiMSy  who  denied  the  lawfulnefs  of  marriage. 

Secondly,  Tbefe  heretical  opinion^  prevailed  4n  a  veryrt' 
^nnariaUe  dtgree  in  Egypt*  This  I  ga^r, 

V  >    %\ .Erom  the  c/^mmn  opimoH  rfthe  Sntients-^  that  theThera-^ 
I  peutae  or  Efienes  (for  it  cannot  be  reafimably  doubted  biit 
t  .they  wcrfe  ih^  .feme  perfons),  of  whom  and  their  opinions 
;  Phtlo  has  wrote  a  whole  book,  were  no  other  thanjome  imper- 
*  feU  Chrifiians^    Elifebius  has  largely  attempted  the  pf oof'of 

>  P.  io£.  &lib.  '5«  &di^;euiid*  c.  7*^ 

•    '  P-97>9^*  ',' \  •  Epmh.  HaercC 66, 

*  Adv.  Haeref.  lib.  1.  c.  12.  '  **' Id.  Hseref,  61. 
*        *  Ibid.  c.  30.                           .    •   '  .  *  Ibid.  64 

*  Ibid.  c.  31.  k  See  lib.  6,  c.  8,  10,  »6. 


'  Lib.  I;  adv.  Mirclofit  €.29, 
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eilA^,  Stvn  CfPhthfs  Tberapeuta^  %U 

tiiis,  and  fiat  hj  no  contemptible  arguments  * «  He  firft  poCi* 
ttvely  aflertss  that  after  St.  Mark  had  preached  up  and  down 
in  £g7pt>  and  even  planted  Churches  in  the  city  of  Alexandria, 
tbentoin  immediauljf  a  gre^t  number  of  convert Sy  who  enttred 
up^n  a  rigid  abjiemioui  life.  This  I  take  as  a  h&,  moft  <erf 
tain,  becaufe  it  is  by  him  fo  pofitively  ailerted,  and  not  a  eon« 
jediurc  drawn  from  Philo,  Ytho  never  mentions  any  thing  of 
St.  Mark.  After  this  he  produces  a  great  part  of  PUlo's 
book  concerning  the  EfTeues  in  £gypt»  and  their  various  fen* 
tinients»  endeavouring  to  ihew,  they  were  no  other  than  Chri& 
tiaps,  and  that  their  antient  facrqd  books  were  the  Prophets 
of  the  Old  TeftameiK,  the  Go^s  and  Epiflles  of  the  New 
Teifiament*  Jerome  had  the  fame  opinion  of  Philo's  booki 
he  iays  in  the  Life  of  Mark  ^>  that  he  went  with  his  Gofpel, 
which  if<  had  wrote^  int^  ^iyP^y  ^^^  ^hat  he  firfi  preached 
drifi  theriy  and  confiitufied  a  Church ;  that  he  wasfo  remari* 
aUe  in  tbeabjiemioufnefs  of  his  lifty  that  he.  obliged  all  his  con-- 
Verts  io  follow  his  example  ^3  infomuch  that  Philoy  the  mojl  eU^ 
fUiSftrfeiU  the  Jewijhwritersy  when.hefaw  thefirjl  (Chrj/lian) 
Cturch  at  Alexandria Jiill  oiferving  the  Jewijh  cujiomsy  bought 
it  wduidbe  to  the  honour  of  bit  nation^  (vif^*  the  jews)  to  write 
a  hook  Hficirning  their , way  rf  lifei  and  as  Luke  fajs^  th$ 
Chri^ifins  fit  *ferufaUm  had  all  things  commoHyfo  hi  relates  thai 
it  was  at  JUxandria  vmder  Mari*s  inftru^ions.  And  to  die 
iame  purpofe  a  little  after^  in  his  Life  of  Philo,  Jerome  iaith| 
that  be  placed  Philo  amon^  tl^e  Church  writers,  becaufoy  by 
writing  4S  book  concerning  thefirjl  Church  of  Mark  at  Alexaum 
drioyhe  b^sfaid  much  in  copimendation  of  the  Chri/lians:  Ar 
not  only  mention^  fuch  as  being  thercy  hut  in  many  other  pro f» 
vinceSy  and  calls  their  places  of  abode  monqfierios  ^  from  whencg 
it  appear Sy  that  the  firji  Chriftiansywho  beltevedthere  on  Chri/i^ 
Werefuch  as  the  monks  now  pretend  and  dejire  to  bcy  viz.  to 
have  all  things  common^  is^c,  *  ; 

Epiphanius  alfo  followed  Eufebius  in  his  opinion '',  and 
makes  Philo's  Eflenes  at  Alexandria  not  only  to  be  Mark's 


•  Hift.  Ecclcf.  lib. «.  c.  16, 17.  «  Ibid,  m  Philone* 

^  Catal.VtroT.IUuftr.  in  Marco.  <*  U^Fei;  29.  ^.4. 
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*2r2  t>ftht  Egyptian  Effines.         '     Tlitrii. 

cbrivfcrrs  to*  Qhriftiariitj,  iii/  tdh'ave'dmifeithiWper^ytm 
^Effefiei  fram  thdr  Heing  Chrijfilirn.'  They  wh'd''hiWt6i^% 
^Chtifl'jzy^  Ke,  Were  called  Jejfkl  (or'EjJiAeijlf^^iiiyiibere 
*c1xUed'ChrtJKan5y  either  hecaufe^i^ep)ai  the  fathhftf'hmiii^ 
IPtfrimyefis;  the  yiami'of  our  Lord.iecauje  they'^iri%h't>^^ 
:a^M,  hn'd 'derim  theiy  eonJftttuthHfr'ofn  him, 'orfrmjhiji^L 
fcMoWofthi  nanii  JejUs;,  which* i)i  Hebrew  ^gAij^i'thtJOfm 

^rBipuTrhr^i^ihe  riame  by  t^WcK  Philo  cdls  tJ^tn), Ve.'d  &r 
tinuryor'Phy^tian:  ^^^hethfer'thcfe  etjrmologievire  right,  I 
lieetHifordifptiTfe:*  Fhller,  Smrfus  arid  8caliger,-WeA^crtfcil 

^(>iphaniu$  diought  tWe ' feSferfes ttt  Alfexandrfa-to liavelierfi 
the  ftft  Chtlftlaris  tfhere.  Iriir^t  here  fafthw  adtl  flie  jodg- 
inent  of  other  ^intient  writers  to  ihe  Ikittfe  ptirpofe,'*  '-CbcTwr. 
UH^,  Sozoirtcrt,  ]>lic'fedhdfus>  &c;  but  it  is  heedfefe  m  fe  vA* 
"cfenta  cafeV"-Tt 'hsii  i^ideetl  befcrf  VeiV  mtich  ^batfed/\ivlM3TOr 
tlieir'bpihioll  Jft  ttiiV  nfiatteV  fefe  yight,  or  no ;  vii/wftfetitei^lBb 
'^en^'s  ih  fegypiWe  C)ir?ftiariS,  w'not.  Scalrgfef  ^^Alfe*, 
ySodWlri*,  Valefiiis  ViyeiefC  ^  and  getttt^  atlflfePhiil/f^ 
^rants,  have  r^^ftedf  ^  aothority  oVthe  Fathfiffs  tft  Ifti's  'pbiA^> 
and  bb^ieve  PbabV^'Sines  wtre  liot  Chriftians  ;%^t!^f  oth^r 
^inii;'fhe)^h}^R'SBnHihtlrct  ^rfer% hc^ld  &d^«nJfoM 
%irV  ^r'fi^a^Tftfe'^/^^ariDst^fib  'fe§  - Wr^d^fel^'fargeiy 
^bbut  iP"^  and- la'tdy  iSife  learhW'Mo^tfeucbh'n^^'^fSi^ 
wre  enter 

'^either  w,  - 

•A'rfr  arguments  ;on  either  fi3e  ebritilulfive "  rfiiiiil  bJl^^Setiv^r 
'tnyown  Conje<aureVohcefning  th^  ih^fti61r;Wh%th^' think  ri^^^^^ 
leir-  able,  when  there  \i  occafioni  to'  fuppbft  T)y  good'  argu« 
^ehts*#  Wh^t  .T*meiin  Is  a  fort  of  compounding 'the 'matter 
mis,  Viz.*  ij'Tfiaf  when  Pfiilo  Wrote  fijon  after  ouS* .Saviour's 

•  VId.  Scrar.  Trihaeref.  lib.  3.  /•  InEliM.  Hift,  £cel.  Ub.  «. 

^.  X.  &Scaliger.  flench.  Tiihaerrf.  *»X7-, 

c.  26.    Fuller  MifjircIl.'Sac.  lib.  i,  '*'  frolcgom.  In  Hlft.  Eccl.  §.  i. 

i^^  iib.  fli^  c^/^flyfil-Ks^i  o»-3i  •'-'  'fS*5^»&  15,      •  •  ^»' 

•*  Proleeom.  in  Lib.  de  Emend.  «  Vid.  Serar.  Trihaeref.  lib.  3. 

Temp.  &Tib.  6.  p.  539.  c.  17. 

«  Locisjamcitat.    "          -  ►  Ibio. etc. 

<»  Mofes  ana  Aaron,  lib.  I^,^^Ia.  •  *  Vid.  Clwk;  Loc/ oiK  -  '   * 
in.iiQe. 

•    •  i'  '    '  r6furredion> 


t€fiii|Q£U«Q»  • /i«r/  iver^a-^reat  numbev  ofjj^ewijb  EJfems  at^ 
Altxandrin ;  and  though  at.^h^t  time  CHriftianijty  wa^  not  yet' 
fpread.ia^£|;^pt  (and  fo  Philo  could  not  mention  the  name  of 
Chrift  or  his  Apoftles),  yet  foon  ^terWards  it  yr^s  very  much 
received  in  Alexandria,  ^  -'  ' 

^  2*  Tkat  th0  Jws  W4U  gimrally  th^jirji  cfffvertf  .that  y/trs^ 
nmdi  Ul.CiriftiQnitXi  in  iv^j*  place  where  the  JlpoJiUs  wnt. 
Tlu9  ^beie^  already  proved. above '. 

.  3*  Tht  pfvtfiples  of  the  Effenes  there  werefuch  as  would  be 
JUefy,^.  itffifience  them  abaue  all  others  to  become  Chriftiauu 
Thia  ii  pUn  out  of  Philo,  ei^ially  if  we  (uppoTe  there  vvtre 
9n}r'Ofr'die,,'Gi|Qftick9>  or  .difeiples  of  Satuminus,  or  their  fol- 
ia«Krii>*ia  Egypt,  n^W^j^ipfQW:  Simon  Magus  was,  irom  whom. 
theyiiMe*^    .*  .:•    ».;•-♦  •,.-..•. 

'4J  It  fiM»nt;,tbefffi>ce:'f^robable,  diat  fame  ofthefe  received, 
(3ajfiianity0.499^.4t'0bi'fam^4fme  continued  in  t^eir  old  way  of 
living  j^mbtjfy^  -.Mh^cfmprovey  fays  a  la<;e  writer  %  th^t 
n$.Bfifiae  effOa^Mifhkfaith  of  Chrift^  or  that  ihey  coMnot  iTo 
it'^ioaid.ypti  ;rMin'/t6eit.}old  /intiments  concerning  meats  and 
marriage  f  i,  ; 

5.  Hence  Eufebius  knowing  certainly  there  werefomefucb 
ferrof  Chrtftians  m  Egypt,' might eafily be indUccd'tibbeGeve, 
tbey  were  gener^lfyof  the  fam^  fort  j-zni  confequently  the  lame 
of  whom  Fhrlo  wrote.  •'•  •  *     * 

But  if,  after  all,  Eufebius  ihould'not  be  in  the  rigKtj  nor 
die  Fathers  that  'followed  him,,  nor  my  conjeSure  be  juft. 
It  muft  at**leaft  be  certain,  there  was  a  very' great  agrte'^ 
metit  betv^een  thcTe  Egyptiah  Therapeutae  or  EfTenes,  and, 
the 'fifft' CKnftrans  in  Jtgypt,  in 'their' cuftoms,  and  fo  it 
only  remiiJni^necefiaiy  to  givefome  iirftahccl»bf  this*  Vnttd 
only 'iricrttidtr  one  for  myprcfentpifrpofe,  viz.  that  relating  to 
thi^a^fdiftidaTiig  marriage- J  aftd  ai  T  Havetibuitdantly  provel 
thiis^of  tire  moft  arrtJent  hereticks^  fo  tofliew'^eMe  of'tHcft 
Efftne>-'d?  therapeutae-:    Jofephus^  relates  ^thiscdncernlng 

theM  fti-'Wvi^al  plaCei^  (though  he  indeed  mentidhs*  a  fort  <X 

•..   .*i"<'*',     •  •    ...,,-      ,~»    ••».,»       t        .    ^ 

'  Parti,  c.  2.  p. 26.  «  Antiqu.  Tud.  lib.  18.  c.2.  Sc 

*  ft* Whitfey  on  1  Tirfirlv.  3..^      de  BtXi.  Jttd.iib.i*  c<  1 1.     '  * 
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a  14  Monks  originally  frotn  Egypu  '^AKt  it* 

them  that  did  marry),  fo  alfo  did  Pliny  •  and  Pbilo  feveral 
times  \  Concerning  die  celibacy  of  the  Egyptian  Thcrapcutae, 
I  {hall  only  recite  one  paflagc  out  of  his  book,  Di  Vita  Can* 
templativi^  page  899* 


^Xti^o^i  yi^KiOL^  vra^^ivoi  rnv 

Sii  Si  Ij^Xov  %ou  isro3'ov  r%^ 
copkOt^9  tr  (TujtAStav  CTrnioicro^' 
&0Hy   rci>¥  iri^i    cZfAX  ^St>ySr 


Women  alfo  are  admitted  to 
their  feaft^,  mbft  of  which  are 
old  virgins,  who  preferved 
their  virginity  not  by  coippul- 
fion,  as  fome  facre^  cmes  a« 
mong  the  Heathen,  but  of 
their  own  accord,  dirougb 
their  zealous  define  of  wifibm, 
in  the  conftant  parfuit  of 
whkh,  trough  their  whole 
Uves,  they  defpifed  all  carnal 
ef^oymentsy  not  defiring  mor« 
.tal  and  perifliihg  children, 
but  thofe  which  are  ioimor* 
tal. 


It  appears  therefore  from  the  antient  opinion  of  the  Egyptian 
7^herapeutae,  that  there  were  the  fame  heretical  dodrines 
of  the  unlawfulnefs  of  marriage  among  the  Chriftians  ia 
Egypt,  as  in  other  countries. 

2.  This  farther  appears  probable  from  this  confideration, 
viz.  that  fnonafieries  and  the  monkijb  way  rfUfr  derive  their 
firji  original  from  Egypt,  It  is  not  at  all  ftrange,  that  an  ab* 
ftemioufuefs,  fo  great  as  that  of  the  firft  Chriftians  in  Egypt, 
above  defcribed,  (hould  influence  many  zealous  perfons  to  the 
like  pra£kices,  and  that  thefe  by  degree^  (hould  add  many 
other  things  of  the  iame  nature*  Serarius  makes  no  doubt 
but  they  were  th^  firft  beginners  of  the  monaftick  life  \  it  is 
enbugh  to  my  purpofc  to  obferve,  that  the  firft  certain  evi- 
dences of  this  were  in  Egypt,  in  the  latter  end  of  the  fecond, 
or  beginning  of  the  third  century.    This  Jerome  tells  us  ^ ; 


•  Natural  Hift.  lib,  5.  c.  ir«  *  In  Vit.  Paul.  Er«n[i|t,  Par.  3 

^  Sec  Serariu«'s  Collcftions  of     Traft.  S.  dc  vit.  contem.  Epift.  37 

ihKix  JDogmata* 
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CHAf.  XVI.  fbe  Difigtt  of  this  Go/piL  2fS 

# 

it  basfftin  ban  a  queflM^  fays  be,  from  whom  thiJaftrt  wof, 
of^e  rftbe  monks  derives  ks  original?  Some  derive  it  as  far 
as  from  EUjdb  and  yobn^-^^Otbers  {wbicb  is  tbe  prevailing 
opinion)  from  Antonius ;  wbicb  is  en  part  true^  for  be  was  not 
fi  mucb  tbifirji  in  tbis  wayoflife^  as  tbe  means  of  propagating 
it  \  for  Jmatbas  and  Macarius^  two  difciples  of  Antomus^  af^ 
firrn^  tbat  one  Paul  ofTbebais  (in  Egypt)  was  the  chief  author 
rfihis  matter^  which  I  alfo  afpini  to^  Sozomen  *  follows  the 
common  opioioiH  aod  ileduces  it  from  Antonius,  but  he  alfo 
lived  in  Egypt ;  but  in  a  thing  fo  well  known  I  need  produce 
no  more  authorities.  An  account  of  their  way  of  living,  and 
the  mesuis  that  Paul  and  Antonius  promoted  it,  may  be  read 
in  the  places  already  citffidj  and  tlie  writers  of  Eccleflafti* 
cal  Hiftory  in  the  third  century  ^«  Now  hence  I  argue  it  as 
probable,  diat  the  Egyptian  Cbriftians  were  remarkable  above 
others,  fir,  their  abftemioufnefsy  in  the  time  before  this  Paul  i 
elie  it  i«  fiot  likely  he  (hould  have  influenced  fuch  great  pum* 
bers  as  he  did,  in  fo  ihort  a  time,  to  become  his  followers. 

3.  Perhaps  it  may  not  be  abfurd  to  argue  the  bsxx^from  the 
dijign  of  the  third  book  of  Clemens  Jlexandrinus^ s  Stromata^ 
which  is  principally  to  confute  ihofe  hereticksy  who  denied  the 
lawfulnefs  of  entering  into  a  conjugal  Jiate^  For  inafnuich  as 
we  do  not  fijod  this  argument  infifted  upbn  fo  largely  by  atijr 
of  the  writers  of  his,  or  the  preceding  century,  it  feems  rea-* 
fonable  to  conclude  thefe  hereticks  prevailed  moft.in  thai 
country  and  place  where  he  lived.  This  was  Alexandria,  th^ 
very  place  where  Philo  lived,  and  where  bis  Therapeutas  wer^ 
in  the  greateft  numbers.  They  abound^  fays  he  %  mofl  in  tbe 
provinces  of  Egypt ^  but  efpecially  about  Alexandria* 

Thirdly,  Tbe  remaining  fragments  of  the  Gofpel  according 
to  the  Egyptians  are  all  fuch  as  were  urged  out  of  it  by  thofg 
who  held  marriages  and  procreation  of  children  Jinfuly  in  order 
to  countenance  their  errors  in  this  refpeSl.  This  is  evident 
from  the  paflages  themfelves,  and  what  has  been  iibove  iai3 

»  

*  Hid.  £ccl.  1. 1,  c.  It.  et  i.  6.      Eccl.  Sfcul.  III.  p.  802. 
^%i^»      ..  i  ^  J)eVit.Contemplat.p«S9i. 

^  See  efpecially  Spanh>;im.  Sift* 

-    V  P  4  concerning 


2t6^  Nat  iim^Htike  fkir0  Cmtirj.      -^^Alt^^  fi. 

OMccfmiiig  Atoi.  For  loilanGc^  thriS^ttf  the  Egypihnf 
inake»Cfa»ift  !•  af^rove  c^Vb^ty  ituds^  ifiitigle  life :  the  Egyp. 
tian  Chrifti^i  fi»rba^  all  marrh^gev^  unlawftil  j  in  the  Go(^ 
ptf  of  di»E^y{pti«ifi)  Saiome  te  tmr6du€(»l,  m  c6nducKiig  frem* 
iriitft  our  SftvfoDf  &td,  that  (he  ilid  vreH  ih  bearing  a6  ditldren : 
among  file  Egyptian  Cbriftkins  tirr  find  wdhien  eeletoitbd  for 
Ihcirvirginftjr,  and  rcfolution  mit  to  bear  children;  Oiice 
more,  in  the  Eg)^ian  Gofpd  -vwe  find  it  the  main  leaCbn  at 
iigned  agaiaft  bearing  children,  that  they  ftcndd^not  be 
brought  to  trovMe  and  death ;.fe-Phil&^raysi  his  Tlerap#tttar, 
who  were  the  foufcefnd  pattern  efthefe  Egyptian  €hriftfan5, 
defired  not  to  bear  children,  'whtehAouM  perifbland  cfe^'&e. 

I  omit  making  the  paraHet  between  'tl|e*0id*'Chri4Kto'here»^ 
ticks  and  Fhik>'6  Therapeutse^  if^^||evtnftaiiee»<tf  tt^eirdN 
ftemioufnefs,  y'yz,  thdr  avoiding' eeitain  forta- of  i^ieat9|&€« 
becaufe  we  have  no  account  of  it  ifl  the  remaintii^  AngoHeibta 
«f  the  Egyptian  Gofpe),  though  I  couM  eikH/ Atew  terewaS 
fuch  agreement*  .,,..;> 

LayiAg  thereforeall  thefe  things  togeilier,  and  judging  with 
a  due  impartiality,  I  thir^k  there  is  as  much  evidence  as  die 
nature  of  the  fubjt6t  wiH  allow,  diat  the  Gof^  oFthb  Egyp* 
thirts  was  the  forged  compofure  of  feme  imperfcd  Chriffrans 
ip  Egypt,  with  defign  the  tetter  to  recommenri  Aeir  plaufible 
do^rrnes  of  celibacy  and  abftemioufneis  imder  the  names  of 
Chriif  aild  his  Apoftles  j  eafily  perceiving,  that  vrfiatcver  was 
pubblhed  itnder  fo  great  names j  wouW  be  more  likely  to  im- 
prefi  and  Influence  the  minds  of  the  people* 

I  have  onfy  far Aer  to  add,  that  the  foregoing  accoimt  fccms 
to  receive  fwjie  ftrength  from  the  coofideration  of  the  Gofpel 
of  the  Egyptians  not  bein^  cited,  nor  even  mentioned  or  known 
by  any  CKriftians  before  the  very  end  of  the  fourth  century, 
but  only  Cleiucns  and  Origen,  who  ^th  dwelt  at  Alexandria 
-in  Egypt.  T^^  much  of  this  famous  Goipel,  which  I  have 
taken  more  pains  abgut  than  ordinary,  becaufe  it  has  been 
judged  by  many  learned  men  not  only  a  moil  antieht,  but  va- 
luable G^el^  n|>adQ^ufe  of^by  tr(ie  ^rip^itiyc  Ch^iftianf ^  and 
not  by  hece^ticka  y  hut  wHb  what  juftice^  let  the  reader  ncnr 
judge. 

-*  '^  chap; 


CHAP.  XYII.  Tb/  Jffs  of  the  Ebkmteu 


ai7 


CHAP.    XVII. 

Tlji  j£li  rfthi  Apples  made  ufe  of  by  the  Ebionltes.  A  Freig" 
ment  of  them.  Mr.  ToIand*s  unfair  Dealing  cenfured.  The 
Gofpel  of  the  Ebionites. 

Numb.  XVn.    The  ACTS  of  the  APOSTLES  received 

by  the  EBIONITES. 

ALTHOUGH  we  have  very  frequent  mention  in  die 
antient  writers  of  fpurious  Ads  under  the  Apoftles' 
names,  yet  I  do  not  remembertbatany  writer  has  either  men* 
tioned  this,  or  hinted  at  any  fuch  things  as  it  contained,  be<- 
fides  Epiphanius,  His  account  we  have  Hxref.  30.  §.  16. 
viz.  After  having  faid,  the  Ebionites  make  ufe  of  the  fame 
Hebrew  Gcfpel  of  St.  Matthew^  which  alfo  Cerinthus  and 
Carpocras  did  ufe,  as  alfo  the  A£ts  of  Peter  written  by  Cle- 
mens, he  adds : 


^AirofoXuv  cij/at,  iy  ««;  zroA- 
Ace  Tf)(  aeribftac  otvruv  cjea- 
9rAi»>  h^iv  roi  i  uobfi^ytaq 
KCtroi  T9i;  dXndiU^  Mvrsi 
uirXiCOtv*     'Ajf«6«^HA«c    yaf 

>roK  avaCaO^oK  *Iaxwfi«  utto- 
rl^syrotiy  vq  l^ny«jEX£j/a  xara 

T£     TB     VCcS     Xa»    TWV    S'UfnWVy 

axroi  n  tb  wufof  t5  h  tw 
3v<r*ata^»if /(}),  x«*  aAX«  tffoX'- 
X«  xfvof wvtft?  SjUiirXf^*  cJf  x«i 
t3  IlfltuXa  ivrau^*  xartiyo- 
fivTH  »x  «irj^vi»ovTa»>  «iri- 
trXdfoi^  riff)  rtfc  t«v  xf/fuJa- 


But  they  have  others,  which 
they  call  the  ASis  of  the  Apof 
tles^  in  which  there  are  many 
of  their  wicked  opinions,  with 
which  they  carefully  furniih 
themfelves  to  oppofe  the 
truth.  For  they  have  there 
forged  certain  fteps,  and  cer- 
tain fpeeches  of  James  in  each 
of  them,  in  which  he  de- 
clares againft  the  temple  and 
facrifices,  and  the  fire  on  the 
altar,  befides  many  other 
things  perfeftly  fdly  and  ri* 
diculous:  for  inftance,  they 
had  the  impudence  to  accufe 
Paul  therein,  by  fomc  falfe 
ftories  forged  by  the  wicked- 
nefs  and  deceit  of  their  pre- 


2l8 


A  Fragment  9fiu 


»Altf  IL 


\ 


yovT£f,   1^  '£AX^'kwv  ^i  otUTOv 

f  aO'tlf    fX    TS    TOTTtf    ^10^  TO  f  1- 

XaXtld'f?  uV*  «ut5  p?i3'6V,  ot* 

Aid);  T!roAiTtif  •  £(TA  f  ao^vd'iv 
auTOk  cii«ai  EAXni^flty  x«)  *£A- 

■STd^Tfo?  TsraTixj  ccvxQi^nxivon 
Si  ug  *l£^off'oAujiA«  xa(  ^iyov 
ixi7  fJl.t[Jl.ii^Y^yciv»^*  £7riT«3'u- 
fAnxvf»y  oi  'j\)y»rip»  th  Ur- 
^tb)^  Tsrpoq  yxfAOv  dyxyia-B^xi, 
x«(  ruT'd  .mx.»  'sr^otrfiXvTov 
ymc^xi  xa»  zn^iriAn^rivai. 
EtTX  fJLn  Xx^iyrx  r/jk  xopnk 
as^yitrSraty  %ai  xxrx  ri^g  TSTf^t* 
ro[ji.Yig  yzy^xfivxiy  nxi  K»rx 
ra  (TxZixrSy  xai  voiA.oS'£(r!xi» 


tended  Apoftles:  for  calling 
him  a  man  of  Tarfus  (which 
he  himfelf  is  fo  far  from  de- 
nying, that  he  exprelsly  owns 
it),  diey  £dfely  repreient  him 
as  a  Gentib^  concluding  fo 
from  that  place^  where  be 
truly  tays,  I  am  a  man  of 
Tarfus,  and  a  citixen  of  no 
mean  city.  (See  A  As  xxi. 
39.)  Furthermore^  they  lay 
he  was  a  Qentile,  and  of  Gen- 
tile parentage  on  both  -fides^ 
and  that  when  he  went  up  to 
Jerufatemi  and  bad  ftatd  there 
fome  time,  he  had  an  ipcli- 
nation  to  marry  the  (High) 
Prieft's  daughter,  and,  on  diat 
account,  became  a  profelyte^ 
and  was  circumcifed.  But 
being  difappointed,  and  not 
obtaining  the  young  lady,  he 
was  ahgryy  and  wrote  againft 
circumciHon,  ^nd  the  fabb^f 
and  the  law  (of  Mofes). 


Part  of  this  fragment  is  produced  by  Mr,  Toland  in  his 
Original  Plan  or  Scheme  of  Chrifiianity  according  to  the  Ebi' 
onites  *,  both  in  Greek  and  Engliih ;  nor  is  it  ftrange  that  a 
perfon  of  Mr.  Toland's  profcffion  fliould  grace  his  fchetne 
with  a  pailage  fo  much  to  his  purpofe,  I  mean  of  aboliihing 
the  doctrines  of  Chriftianity,  which  are  agreed  upon  by  all 
Chriftians,  and  introducing  his  moft  ridiculous  and  impious 
fcheme  of  Nazarene,.or  Jewiih,  or  Ebiontte,or  Mahometan,pr 
(which  is  the  undoubted  truth)  of  no  Chriftianity  at  all.    Pid 


^  Nazaren.  p.  35. 


Mr. 


CBAF.  xvn.     Mr.  Tplanffs  unfair  DeaUng,  219: 

Mr.  1f*oian<f  and  his  friends',  in  thefe  their  vile  attacks  upon  fi>  < 
cxcelknt  and  divine  a  conftitution,  not  quibble  and  juggle, 
and  prevaricate,  its  they  upon  all  occafions  do^  in  their  cita- 
tions out  of  the  oM  records  of  Chriftianity  (a  crime  which 
tbejr  are  evdr  forward' to  diarge  upon  others,  who  are  much 
mckre  Uear  of  it),  lihoold  excufe  myfelfand  the  reader  from 
the  trouble  of  any  remarks  upon  them,  leaving  thetn  to  their* 
flavifh  infidelity :  but  when  I  obferve  a  perlbn  ranfacking  and: 
muftering  togedicr  ail  the  fdly  trumpery  of  the  antient  here* 
ticks,  grofsly  mifreprefenting  the  books  he  cites,  only  with  de* 
fign  to  iatisf^  a  brgotted  humour  againft  the  Chriftian  reli- 
gion, I  am  obliged,  by  my  regards  to  the  profeffion  I  make  of 
thd  name  of  Jefus,  to  lay  open  fuch  vile  impofture.  Of  this 
I  have  given  ieveral  inftances  already  from  Mr.  Toland's 
bodes.  The  paflage  I  am  now  upon  out  of  Epiphanius  fur- 
nifliei  me  with  another.  He  would  perfuade  us,  the  Ebionites 
or  Nazarenes  (a  moft  ridiculous  fort  of  hereticks,  who  fcarce* 
Jy  deferved  the  name  of  Chriftians,  as  I  {hall  fhew  hereafter)^ 
V)eri  the  only  true  and  genuine  Chrj/fianSj  confequently  their 
hooks  mufi  be  the  iruefl  and  nwft  genuine  accounts  of  the  Chrif 
tian  affairs  \  and  fo  for  inftance  muft  thcfe  A6h,  which  we 
are  now  cEfcufling ;  becaufe  it  fo  much  vilifies  St.  Paul,  ahd 
cxpofes  his  doArrne^  But,  as  Dr.  Mangcy*  has  juftly  re^ 
marked,  this  is  mojl  infupportaUe  impudence  in  him  to  cite  as 
genuine  a  wretched  forgery  of  the  Ebionites^  One  can  fcarce 
tell,  whether  his  intention  of  vilifying  St.  Paul,  or  the  method 
he  ufeth  to  do  ib,  be  the  more  deteftable :  this  forry  unbeliev- 
ing critick  governs  his  fkill  by  hii  wicked  principles,  and  has 
no  other  way  to  judge  of  fpurious  and  genuine  books,  than 
their  oppofitiontb  Chriftianity.  Had  this  learned  writer  ex* 
amined  the  paflage  in  Epiphanius,  I  doubt  not,  he  would- have 
remarked  more  of  Mr.  Toland^s  infincerity  in  this  matter^^ 
for  that  Father,  who  is  the  only  perfon  that  has  mentioned  this 
Apocryphal  book,  does  almbft  in  every  fentence  reje<^  it  as  a 
|r66  and  notorious  forgery.    Hence  we  meet  with  the  words 

*■  Remarks  on  Naz^Mrenv  c.  10.  p.  S^. 


ajtcr  TbrEU^itixJaii^KXPM*.     .mW.R?.* 


cumii,uef>M$;-  &c.  which  ai:^.^Vto  tbi$jF^4;pf>fip.;  ,^^.f^  tk^A.^^ , 
efihe^EiiffniUs  wer^fuU.ofjir^iousopimoy^firged^  filly  4mA ^ 

priifiu  .To  h^e  tr9f1ftr|M£pfpb(^lills'saccQuntQf.t^ 
hb,.waSf.^eU,aw^re^!iVPuld.have  fpoile<^  thc.credit  of  it,,f^mgr. 
hejt$lheonIy.writ^»9^  Haidt.whohas^n^f^ntipned  it;  iTcfidbSi,. 
it3ihQ<dd  have  fpoiM  hisow;;!  bopk>  and  fo  have  touched  bita^ 
initb^  tender  point  of  inter^fl;,  if  he  had  publifhed  tbis'^i^--. 
n^nt'Of  Epiphanius  concerning  the  Eblof^tesand  t)iw  boqjb*^ 
TJjfoiigh  therefore  his  ^cfign^  ^gainil  Chr jftjUni^y'  ip  ia,IJ^tQw: 
ri<4u$>  and  bid  method,  of  e^^cuting  itfo.junfajr,  ]^\  th5^Yi(d^Qjl^e; 
of  the  teinptation  was. great*..  But  I  leave  him.  -  ^i 

c.Thefc  Aijls.pf  the  Ebionites  wpre  ccrtaijJy^A^xjrphaJ^j 
besog  I.  never  htitr4  ^  «<jr  r^ead^mor  recfiyed  h  WJl-^butthoJi^ 
M^  fir*  'f'  M  Chryiian^^fqlk4  ^i^ifnif^^,,  ^jpfj^y^ 
and  VI/ .  »•  //  appears  to-  bave^  contamfid  things  cpnf^arjf^j^a^ 
knm>n  aitd  certain  truths,  ^  Sucji  is- the  i^^fop  .^?^  given  for,^ 
Paul's  preaching  ag^^nft  jufii^cation  hy^hj^^c^jmoi^tal  L^jiir|. 
Mi55*  A«  heiftg  exq{pir}aped  againfi  ib^^jews^an<fcq9Mp^.ff/[bfS/ 
dijoippointtnent  in  a  marriag^^  with  th^  Higl^,^riefi^Sj^Uf^^tiri, 
%  if  this  be  true,  then  the  whole  qf  Paul's  (Joftrine  ,n\uft  be 
faHe3:as  not  proceeding  frqm  <jQd,  but  from-  the  revengrful 
lluiDpur  and  ragjc.  of  a  difappointed  lovef^  .jBut  this,  is  con-. 
tr^to  ihe.fubftancQof  Chriftianity,  which,  has.  been  proved 
to  ;^^j,true,  by  Prop.  11.  CoroU.  2.  and  the^  book  therefore 
ApopryphaV by  Prop*  VI II.... and  Coroll.    Again^  though  I. 
Rave  not  indeed  yet^prpvcd  the  truth  of  ouc  Cajpon^.yct  ^hat. 
I  \m^  feid  Prop.;Il.:i«  fwll^cicnt  tO;^yc  ^  credit  tq  it  fMpvioj: 
V>thi$.ipuriQu^  piece i  .ai^  if-  (p^  it.  is  .certainly  ^9Cgjphal,.. 
becfadfe  it.contradids  fev/fi;}!  ^ings  therein^  y'x^^whn^t^qfcKts, 
PaMlfplfeofGentiU  poTftUage^  J)otb' in  f efpefl:,  qt  fafb^c  and 
mQth^i  .when  as  himfelf  expreffly  declares  the  contrary  moke. 
than  once.     So  AGs  xxiii.  6.  I  am  a  Pharijee^  the  fon  of  a 
Pharijee\  Rom.  ici.  i .  /  am  'ah  Ijraelite^  ^f  ih'e  feed  of  Abra-- 
hcm^ofthe  tribe  of  Benjamin^  2  Cor.  xi,  22*    Are  they  He* 

brews  f 


.    pii-f'Mreidmf'  te  mri'f. -  AnJ  Wc'  ttorc,  more  fiiUy  ; 

'v^'cA'l^ai  Wbnh -are  afttH  ddn<^^  that  his-^ttr^iM^ 

i^'libtli-'J8v9sV  Jis-Mr;  SeMen  »  4ias' ilvcitt  pr'ov^Hi^  and  the 
tSi^  t&Uftrtiatoh  'Wni  mdft  properly  b^ar  ^  Akid  tMs  Wifi 
^til^  to  Miothfci^ilaiKe  of  th«  •fj|>ixrio4ifncrs  df  ttefeAAs^ 
^.*  tBdfBey  r^rifM'P^dut'^ai  firming' it 'fff'9filyt^^nd'iiing 
'tSiVmfififU'ori  actoknief'^binimng  ihi  Priejts  dmigii^^yfhek 

T?miy/3f*rnr;'^^^^^SPEL'  of  theEBIONITES;- 

THIS  appears  evidently  ](&lteH(«uWep:j0itiifrjdt9KI|t^ 
or  very  near,  the  fame  with  the  Go/pel  of  the  Nazarenes^ 
and  therefdircl  ffaalLkifitr  tllfe)d^ifring  itjtoStS!.|rfoper  place 


A«  k   « 


:  ; •       'chap.  xvin.  ";  , 

No  peculiar  Gofpd  of  the  Encratites*    The  Gojpet  of  Eve  a 

Forgery  ^  the  Gno/licksm 


•  •tfi  V 


;  jJuirfi!  Xlit.   tlie  dt)SPEL  of  the  ENCRATITES. 

I'^'Ws  trtle  r  have  JEblloMred  Mr.  Fabdtius%  and  maifir 
others^  'though'  I'COnfiffs  it  does  not  appear  from  any  things 
which '1  have  obfervdSj  Ait  there  ever  was  any  Golpel  C3X\$^ 
%  thls'hirftfe.  ifti^  ■f)aifige*  that  learned  writ^  produces  XJut 


•  De  Jur.  Natur.  &  Geptiitm,      gefih  c.  i.  §.  :^..^      ^    ,  , 

^  So  in  XenopHbn  we  read  |»      P.  349.    Vi«.*Feu-ard^rft.'}^  Ircn. 

^      of 


of  Epiptumius'is  In  bis  accaunt  eftbe  Tatian!t9s$  orfilbwers  of 
Tat  tarty  and  their  bfrefy^  (Haeref.  46*}  and  mt  in  his  acemmt  tf 
the  Encratites ;  of  vi^om  he  treats  as  a  diftin&  kStin  the  next 
book>  vi2.  Haeref.  47.  It  is  true,  and  appears!  evidendjr  from 
Ireneeuss  Eufebiu^^,  and  £piphanius%  that  the  Encratites 
and  Tatianites  a^eed  very  much  in  the  lame  principleSi  but 
it  is  as  true  alfo^  they  had  fome  different  principles;  and 
therefore,  perhaps,  they  might  not  receive  the  lame  Go^'^* 
Sefides,  the  Encratites  were  a  k£k  forsied,  as  Irenaius^  la^, 
by  Saturninus  and  Marcion,  who  lived  befoi;e  Tatian,  who 
only  built  upon  their  foundation,  and  made  ipme  additions  of 
his  own ;  as  that  concerning  the  damnation  ifAdam^  if/hicb  was 
not  received  by  the  antient  Encratites.  It  is  therefore  not  juft, 
tor  entitle  the  Gofpel  of  Tatian  and  bis  followers  dms  ;  where- 
fore I  fiiall  refer  the  difcuffion  of  it  to  its  proper  place  under 
4tie  tide  <^  Tatian,  Kumb.  LXL 

NumK  XX.  The  GOSPEL  of  EYE.  - 

THIS  Apocryphal  Gofpel  has .  been  obferved  ^y  feveral 
modern*  writers,  thou^,  I  believe,  only  by  Epiphanius 
among  the  antients.  It  does  not  appear  fo  much  as  named  in 
the  writings  of  Irenaeus,  or  Clemens  Alexandrinus ;  nor  is  it 
either  in  Origen,  Ambrofe,  Jerome,  or  Gelaflus's  catalogues  of 
the  Apocryphal  books  of  the  New  Teftament,  Epiphanius  in 
his  herefy  of  the  Gnofticks  *  gives  the  following  account  and 
fragments  of  it. 

i 

^AxKqi  i\  i^  avruv  tt^Am^  eV/-  Some  of  them  do^  produce  a 

flrX«f  oy  Mciynckv  dydUfMv  n  ^^^^^^  fpurious   and  forged 

^aL».^    ,T  ^..-.**.(.  -.-    i  i  writiflff,  which  they  call,  the 

■^        jf  p.       >  Go/pel  of  Petfe^ion'^^^ess 

f  M  kv  .     »  "^^^  "*^  impudence  to  pro- 

X^^cm AAA*.  i\  8X  a*.     ^^^^  ^„^  ^^,i^i  ^^^  Q^j^^i  ,f 

cx^murxi  xiyovT^  Eu«yy|.  Ey^ .  fo^  ^^der  her  name,  as 
Aioi^  Ewaj*  ilff  Jyo/x«  yaj  «J-     being  reported  to  have  receiv- 

a  Adv.  Haeref.  lib.  i.  c.  so,  31.  ^  Loc.  Jam.  cit. 

«i  Hift.  Eccl.  lib,  4.  c.  28, 19.  «  Hscref.  a6.  §.  a,  3* 

*  Hxrer,4.6,47. 


rn?  JS&ck-fiJc  tS^ctu  To'Svo- 
ujmrt^  tv  arxTif  ywufi^  picru- 

yiXXorrfti.     ^fto^soi  y^f  af** 

xai  aXXov  xoXoEov'  xat  nKsa-x 
dtil  ^uvrii/  pf  ovtJsj  xa*  nyH- 
ca  T8  ax^fo^fti^  X0ti  sXftAf}<rc 
tsrgo;  jCif,  xa»  itirsv,   Ey<a  <r\J 


tf  Evf. 


i2i 


\      \    »      / 


\      »        N  \ 


Hftl  0\l    SyfiO^    KOkl   iytC    C'U  Xd(« 


\  »    /. 


.cu  fyw^  xftf  OTTB  iav  ti;;,  tyv> 

•fovof/AfKO?*  x«i  eS^ty  liy  3"!- 

X£ywi>   l»\jTiy  (ruXXayft?*   xoti 


|ac 


,) 


ed  great  difcoVeries  revealed 
to  her  in  her  difcourfe  with 
the  Serpertt,  they  propagate 
their  printiples.     But  a$  the 
dHcourfcsl  dl  a  perfoif  in  drink, 
pretending  to  give  advice,  arc 
aecrording  to  his  giAly  fancy, 
Itotoilial,  but  fome  of  them 
merry,  others  mclanchdy,  fo 
are  die  wicked  princij^  of 
tiiefe  impoftors.     For  they 
are  led  away- with  ceitain  ridt* 
culous  teftimonies    and  vi« 
fionsj  which  are  in  that  Gof* 
pel  w&icb  they  make,  ofe  ofc 
they  ptodttce  fuch  as  the  fol«^ 
lowing:—"  I  ftood  upon  a 
^  high   mountain,   and  faw 
**  one  man  very  tall,  and  anofc 
«  flier  fhort  (or  lame).  An4 
«  I'heard  a  voice,  as  it  wer^ 
<<  of  a  thunder,  upon  which  I 
**  vrent  nearer  to  hear,  and 
^<  he  fpake  to  me,  faying,  I  . 
^  am  what  thou  art,  and  thoa 
<<  art  what  I  am ;  (and  again) 
"  I  am  what  thou  art,  and 
^  thou  art  what  I  am ;  and 
"  where  thou  art,  there  am  I, 
^^  and  I  am  in  all  places  and 
<^  things:    and  wherefoever 
^  thou  wilt,  thou  flialt  find 
**  (gathir)  me,  and  in  find- 
**  ing  me,  thou  findeft  thy- 
<«  felf/*  Behold,  the  doarine 
of  Devils ! 


Ifind 


I  find  no  &rt}m:  account  of  this  ^tuiou9  Go(peiama!D|g  the 
antients,  nor  indeed  is  there  need  of  any  more  to  jprove  H.bgtfa 
Apocryphal  and  a  fiUy  forgery,  as  Fat|»r  Simon*  and  £lr« 
I>4Pin  ^  have  already  ^fervcd.  The  wocds  of  die  former  ait^ 
^"Spme  cfthisjtmiftff  (^lAnihe  Gkojftich)fhatwas  £vidtfd  into 
Jh^erolkr^Hcfief^iadinfWrtiifa  Gojpet  ^tfUukd^  tia1yti$of  zSmtp 
Jhe  ti)0^1  of  Eve^  !Wkerem  tbeyJhKmna^tMr  wiU  ^^fciks 
f(fkkr  thet^e^fbisvmmh  whmnth^x^i^id^r^^  as  a  f^trftO 
Gnofiickitohc  bad ^i^iif^jreat iUmWtaitm$ in 4b€ tof^iframae 
thaijhe  biUwth  tbf  ^iirpim.  Mr*  Bu  PinJSSpttSkB  Jiiibfcif 
^t|$  GiMicerniiiglt :  Tbe  Qmjlicts  bad  Itkfii^anHhr  OoJ^t^ 
my^if^mnki  Aanihefnrmir  (viz.  the  Go^  of  St.  PhiUpJ* 
^biah't^ey  taUidf  The:  Gd^l  of  Ev:e ;  giving  oat^  thai  f rum 
her  thtyiJd  thi  naiik'dfVu^^t  which  fi^e  had  learnt  frqpi  the 
SfTpiot.:,  la  wfakhlaff  wov^s,  either  Mr.  Du  Fin  f$  mifbken> 
4r  his  £agliih  tcanflalw  haft  tnifrQ|^refeli«ed  hkn)  wfaidi  feesl^ 
irery  prohable  both  heneand  in  nmx^  ^tfacr  plaoes  ofthe£nf- 
iiih  edittoQs  of  thofe  til^  ivriter^  From  the  Fovagoing  fn^ 
JSaent  of  (his  Gofpel  out«{  Epiphaniusit  is 
%Y  thefe  French  cri ticks  ptoAbuaced  it  Apocryphal :  it 
jilainly  to^be  fuch  jby  Prop.  I¥|  V,  and  VI,  as  a]fo4>y  Prop.  I X. 
it  QpnUfining  things  txifiing  and  ridicuhiis^  and  plainly  forged 
ftp  /erve  the  tarn  tyf  thofe  iHly  hereticks,  who  To  much  trou- 
bled the  Churc^  id  the  fecond  century.  Nothing  tbere&re 
can  be  more  ridiculous^  than  that  Mr.  Toiand  ^  .ftoidd^  to 
•grace  bis  ca^alogue.6f  books^  wliich  he  wouU  have  kieceived 
with  the  £une  anthoritj  as  diofq  of  the  prefeht  Canmif.  {dace 
:this  among  them,  in  the  IbUowiogpoa^pous  words;  Nor^fiauld 
we  wander  at  Jmdas^s  kemg'an  author^  when  ,W£  read  ef  the 
.ProfbtiicalG^el  rfE^fe^-whom  the  Gnofticks  reckoned  afatra^ 
fuft  rfiheir  opinions^  bt4.  For  neither  does  the  book  appom: 
Itohave'contained  any^iihtog  which  looked  like  prophecy^  udr 
did  the  Gmofticks  thd&ielves  pretend  that  Eve  was  its  author. 


•  Critic.  Hlflor.  of  the  N.  Tt&.      c.  6.  §.  5.  p.  12^. 
Par.  I.e.  3.  p.  23.  "  *  •  .«  Ajnyntor,  p.  sj- 

^  Hiftory  of  the  Canon,  v.  2. 


CHAP. 


fSMhxtx.        itb/Gt^lifthfHtirewt^  SaS 


C  fl  A  P.  ,XIX. 

»  r       * 

He  Gofpel  of  the  Hebrews*  The  Book  of  tbe.HelkefaiteSy  pro* 
iably  a  Forgery  of  Elxau  Two  Fragments  ofiu  The  Gof* 
pels  of  Hefychius  no  other  than  ours  interpolated* 

H. 

Numb«  XXL    The  GOSPEL  according  to  the 

HEBREWS. 

THIS  was  without  all  controverfy  the  fame  with  the 
Gofpel  according  to ,  the  Na%arenes%   I  jQiall  therefore 
confider  it  under  that  title  in  the  letter  N«  *     * 

Numb.  XXIL    The  BOOK  of  the  HELKESAITES* 

IN  the  catalogue  of  Apocryphal  books  produced  Part  L 
I  produced  this  Book  as  mentioned  by  Eufebius ;  which, 
though  indeed  it  be  true,  yet  it  fhould  rather  have  been  re- 
cited among  thofe  which  are  mentioned  by  Origen  \  for  £u* 
febius  in  the  place  there  cit^  takes  his  account  out  of  his 
Homily  on  the  eighty-fecondPfalm  *;  his  words  are  (fpeaking 
concerning  the  hereticks  called  Helkefaites) : 

Kat  jSi'Cxov  t\yoi  ^s^8<nv,  iiv     Befides,  they  produce  a  cer« 

Xlywiy  Ig  «f «vS  xaTaTrfTTTftj.  tain  book,  which  they  affirm 

f     »      \A»/      */  to  have  fallen  down  front  hea* 

\  f  M      V '        ,  /  ven :  which  they  who  obferve 

,  ^       ,  ,  and   believe  ihall  obtam  the 

Z         V  ^^  pardon  of  their  fins  3  a  pardon 

ShXy  apeip  iff»{  nv  Xf  »ri?  different  from  that  which  Je- 

lu(r»f  dpixi.  fus  Chrift  beftowcd. 

Thefe  Helke&ites  were  a  moft  ridiculous  fed  of  Chriftians, 
who  feem  to  have  derived  their  name  from  Elxai,  or  Elxseus 

•  Apud  £u(^b.  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  6.  c.  ^S. 

Vol.  I.  Q.  (who 


aa6  fhe  B9otcftheMeUefaiies.  PAAt  It' 

(who  lived  in  the  time  of  Trajan,  viz.  about  the  year  of 
Chrlft  1 14),  a  falfe  prophet,  who,  according  to  Epiphanius, 
joined  himfelf  with  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes,  and  formed 
a  kStj  entertaining  the  fame  principles  with  the  Eflemans  and 
Samp&ans^  Epiphanius  fays,  they  were  neither  yews  nor 
Chrifiiansy  nor  Heathens^  but  a  fort  of  medley  of  eachk  Their 
principles  are  fo  ridiculous,  as  not  to  deferve  tranfcribing. 
Origen,  in  the  place  cited,  fuppofes  them  to  have  arofe  not 
long  before  his  time ;  and  adds,  they  reje£ked  fome  things  of 
every  part  of  Scripture,  but  allowed  none  of  Paul's  writings. 
As  to  this  book,  I  doubt  not  but  it  was  the  very  fame  of 
which  Epiphanius  fpeaks,  that  was  written  by  Elxai,  becaufe, 
as  he  fays,  it  pretended  to  infpiration,  and  wifdom  from  God, 

eft^la9.  It  appears  to  have  contained  a  fort  of  fyftem  of  his 
ihuffling  and  foolifh  do£lrines :  I  (hall  only  inftance  in  thofe 
which  regarded  our  Saviour  and  the  Holy  Ghoft,  by  which  it 
is  eafy  to  judge  of  the  whole  compofure. 

Concerning  Cbrift.  Haeref.  19.  §.  4* 

HoXXflt  {ft  rd  a,\jri  fxvS'o-  It   contains    many  fabulous 

Xoyfifxxrcc iioi,y^cL(pH    i\  things,  fuch  as  the  defcription 

V     ^          ^    *       ^*           r  of  Chrift*  viz.  That  he  was  a 

^     >     /          '     '    .    >  certain  power  f  i.  e.  an  invifi- 

/     ^    ,              ,        ^  bIebody)whofedimenlionshe 

c          /  aflerts  were  as  follow,  VIZ.  his 

^wo;,  ii^  fAiXiw^  ivrnxopTx  height  was  twenty-fourr^cA^- 

€g,  TO  it  -srT.drof  (r^oiviwy  e^,  niaj  or  Egyptian  leagues,  i.  e. 

jAiXidov  iixo(TLr£(r<rcc^(av^  kol]  to  about    fixty^fix     miles,     his 

sri^o^  ofMoiug  T«f«T£uojix£vo?,  breadth  twenty    four  miles, 

xx\  -ri^^froixi;,  xai  ri  oixKx  ^"^  ^^^  thicknefs  proportion- 

^u^oAoytf^^T*  \  ^"y  wonderfuU    fo  alfo  his 

feet,  with  many  other  trifling 
accounts. 


••  • 


•  Confer  Haeref.  19.6153.  of  600  furlongs;  fee  Heroddt.lib. 

^  Concerning  the  word  ^ohtUiv,      2.  §.  6. 


and  its  being  an  Egyptian  meafure 


Concerning 
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Concerning  die  Holy  Ghoft. 

ETkw   i\  x»f  TO  iJyiov  TO-vfv.  The  Holy  Ghoft  is  of  the  fe- 

lu^  xai  «uri  ^i(x««y,  t^f^m  «^^«  kind,  and  like  Chrift,  as 

-  v-     •*      »  >    '         *'  the  ftatue  of  a  man,  reaching 

,  \     ^    ,  ^     ,       ,  above  the  clouds,  and  ftand- 

*,  ^  ^,   /  '^  mg  between  two  mountains. 

He  who  would  read  more  of  this  ridiculous  author,  may 
Confult  the  place  of  Epiphanius  juft  cited  :  it  is  fuificient  to 
toy  purpofe  to  obferve,  that  the  book  was  certainly  Apocry- 
phal by  Prop.  IV,  V,  VI,  VIII,  and  IX.  I  have  only  to 
add,  that  the  hercticks  under  this  name  were  generally  of  the 
Jewifh  nation,  as  Elxai  himfelf,  their  founder,  was ;  and  there- 
fore it  is  not  ftrange,  they  (hould  have  thus  forged  immediate 
revelations  from  heaven.  For  about  the  time  of  this  forgery, 
nothing  was  more  common  among  the  Jews  than  fuch  pre- 
tences. The  Jewifh  writers  commonly  fay,  there  were  three 
firts  of  revelations  antiently  among  them ;  the  firft  by  Vrim  and 
Thummim^  which  was  in  ufefrom  the  ereSiing  of  the  Tabernacle 
until  the  building  of  the  Temple  ;  the  fecond,  by  the  Spirit  of 
Prophecy y  from  the  beginning  of  the  worlds  but  mojlly  tinder 
the  firft  Temple.^  until  the  death  of  Malachi  under  the  fecond 
Temple  j  the  third  by  mp  r"D  Bath  Kol^  1.  e.  by  voices  from 
heaven^  fucceeding  the  former  ^  and  continuing  in  ufe  thencefor^ 
ward'y  concerning  wl\ich  it  may  be  well  worth  while  to  read 
what  Dr.  Lightfoot «,  and  after  him  Dean  Prideaux  ^  have 
wrote. 

Numb.  XXIII.  The  GOSPELS  of  HESYCHIUS. 

TH  E  reafon,  which  induced  me  to  mention  thefe  Gofpels 
under  a  diftinft  title,  is,  that  I  find  them  fo  mentioned 
in  the  Decree  of  Pope  Gelafius,  among  the  reft  of  the  Apo- 
cryphal books  of  the  New  Teftament,  though  I  think  it  very 
evident,  that  they  were  no  other  than  fome  interpolated  copies 

•  Hor.  Hebr.  inMatt'i.  iii.  17.        Old  and  New  Teftam.  par.  2.  b.  4. 
^  Connt(51.  of  the  Hiltory  ct  the      p.  328,  &c. 

0.2  of 
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of  our  prefent  Gofpels,  as  mil  appear  from  the  authors  who 
have  mentioned  theni)  viz, 

1.  Jerome,  who  in  the  Preface  to  his  Tranflation  of  flie 
Gofpels  into  Latin,  after  having  (hewed  the  neceffity  of  it^ 
adds"": 

Praetermitto  eos  codices  quo^  I  take  no  notice  of  thofe  books 
a  Luciano  &  Hefychio  nuncu-  which  go  under  the  names  of 
patos,paucorum  hominumaC-  Lucian  and  Hefychius,  and 
ferit  perveria  contentio,  qui-  are  efteemed  through  the  per- 
bus  utique  nee  in  toto  Veteri  verfe  humours  of  fome.  For 
Teftamento  poft  Septuaginta  as  th^y  were  not  able  to  make 
Interpretes  emendare  quid  li-  any  amendments  to  the  Sep- 
cuit,  nee  \n  Novo  profuit  tuagint  Verfipn  in  any  part 
emendaflfe  j  cum  multarum  of  the  Old  Teftament,  fo  oei*' 
gentium  linguis  Scriptura  an-  ther  were  their  amendments 
te  tranflata  dpceat  falia  eile  of  the  New  of  any  value,  feer 
qux  addita  funt.  '  ing  the  former  tranflations  of 

the  Scripture  into  all  the  Ian* 
guages  of  the  world  prove 
their  additions  or  interpoIa-» 
tions  to  be  &I&. 

2.  Pope  Gelafius's  words  are  ^ ; 

Evangelia,  qus  &l&vit  He(y-  The  Gofpels,  which  were  in«* 
chius,  Apocrypha.  terpolated  by  Hefychius,  are 

Apocryphal. 

From  thefe-  accounts  it  is  manifeft,  thefe  Gofpels  of  Hefy- 
chius  were  no  other  than  our  prefent  Canonical  Gofpels,  with 
fome  additions  of  his  :  for  as  Jerome  cenfures  their  work,  as 
containing  ufelefs  amendments  and  additions^  (o  die  wori/alfii'' 
vit  in  Gelaiius  implies  the  £ime.  What  thefe  interpolations' 
were^  there  is  not  any  poifibility  of  our  conje&iring  now» 
thou^  I  know  not  whether  it  be  worth  while  to  lament  the 
lofs  of  them  fo  much  as  Dr.  Mill  does  ^ :   ^^  It  is  much  to  b^ 

•  Pra^fat.  in  Evang.  ad  Damas.  <"  Prolegoin.  in  N^  Tdt  §•  7sV. 

*  InDccrct. 

«  lamented,*' 
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«  lamefited,"  ikys  he,  •«  that  Jerome,  who  is  the  only  perfon 
^  that  I  know  (befides  Gelafius  who  tranfcribed  ffom  him) 
^'  that  has  fiud  any  thing  of  this  forgery,  has  given  us  no  more 
^'  clear  and  full  account  of  this,  matter."  I  fee  not  any  great 
advantage  it  would  have  been,  had  thefe  corrupt  copies  been 
preferved.  It  is  probable  enough,  what  he  added  was  no  more 
than  fame  idlejlories  out  of  the  Go/pel  cfthe  Egyptians^  it  being 
generally  thought,  with  good  reafon,  that  this  Hefychius  was 
that  Egyptian  martyr  mentioned  by  Eufebius  »,  whofe  Greek  co^ 
pies  of  the  Old  Te/iament  were^  as  Jerome  fays,  generally  receiv^ 
ed  in  Egypt  ^.  This,  however,  is  certain ;  thefe  falfe  Gofpels 
were  only  received  by  fome'  few  perfons  of  perverfe  minds, 
and  rejefted  by  the  main  body  of  ChrifKans,  and  therefore  to 
be  efteemed  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  VI.  but  efpecially 
by  Prop.  XIV. 


CHAP.    XX. 

The  Book  of  y antes  not  the  fame  with  the  Prot^Evangelium 
under  his  Name.  A  common  Opinion  amo/tg  the  Jntients^ 
that  the  Brethren  of  Chrifi  mentioned  in  the  Gofpels  were 
Jofeph^s  Children  by  a  Wife  before  Mary^  Other  Books 
attributed  to  Jame$^  which  were  the  forgery  of  Leucius 
Charinus.  The  ASfs  and  Books  of  John.  The  Go/pel  of 
jfudas  Ifcariot. 

I. 

Numb.  XXIV-    The  BOOK  of  JAMES. 

T  T  N  D  E  R  the  name  of  this  Apoflle  there  have  been  fe- 
^  veral  fpurious  and  forged  pieces,  of  which  it  is  not  now 
^y  to  form  a  diftin£i:  and  clear  account.  The  title  of  this 
now  under  enquiry  I  have  taken  from  Origen  %  who  in  his 

*  Hift.  Eccl.  lib.  8.  c.  13.  Con-  ^  Epift.   ad  Chromat.   quae  eft 

fer  Uffcr.   Syntag.   de  Edit.  LXX.  Pr^fat.  in  Lib.  Paralipom. 
c.  7.  and  Dr.  Cave  Hiftor.  Liter.  ^  Orig.  Op.  £xeg.  p.  223. 

vol.  i.inHefych.  p.  808. 

0^3  Commentary 
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Commentary  on  thofe  words  of  St.  Matthew,  c.  xiii*  55. 
Js  not  this  the  Carpenter^ s  Son?  Is  not  his  Mother  called 
Mary?  and  his  Brethren  James  and  Jofesy  and  Simon  and 
Judas?  has  the  following  paffage. 

T8\  i\  iiiK<fl%  'Ino-S   (pao-i'     There    are   fome    who    fay 

T»v£;  limi  U  vra^oLiiiTicc^  Of-     ^^e  brethren  of  Chrift  (here 
/  «.     *  /        mentioned)  were  the  children 

V   rr/         r.»      \'      ^     ^^  M^P^  ^Y  *  former  Wife, 
Ham    nerfov    Eu«yy£X»«,    1,      ^^^  j.^^^  ^.^j^   j^j^  ^^^^^^^ 

T>i?  prex«  'laKcJEa,  vlig  'I«-  j^^^y .  j^j^j  ^py  3^g  induced 
cr)i(p  6K  TTf  oltf  a?  yui/«ixo?  (tuv-  ^q  this  opinion  by  fome  paf- 
wxn>cu/a?  auTw  -erf  0  rrf;  Mfl&-  fages  in  that  which  is  iati- 
jDia;,  tied.  The  Gofpel  of  Peter,  or 

the  Book  of  James, 

Our  learned  countryman  Dr.  Mill »,  after  feveral  others,  is 
of  the  opinipn,  that  the  Book  of  James  here  referred  to  is  fo|: 
the  moft  part  the  fame  with  the  Prot-Evangelion  under  this 
Jpojile^s  name^  which  is  now  extant,  and  which  I  (hall  infert 
in  Greek  and  Englifh  in  the  third  part  of  this  work :  but  I 
think  this  can  hardly  be  proved  by  any  good  arguments,  bo- 
caufe  it  does  not  appear  this  Prot-Evangelion  was  extant  until 
long  after  Origen's  time,  as  I  fliall  (hew  in  the  particular  dill 
cui&on  of  it.  I  confefs  I  have  obferved  in  this  book  an  ac^ 
count  ofJofepVs  having  children  by  a  former  wife,  for  he  is 
introduced  cap.  ix.  ^s  anfwering  the  High-<prieft  urging  him 
to  take  the  virgin,  tws  %x»^9  1^  v^BoCyrris  ilfAi,  aM  ^<  tiavie'  f^W^s 
tffOfjiM  xaTayihtii  *roTs  vlcCq  'icr^a^x.  I  have  children^  and  am  an  old 
manj  hut  Jhe  is  youngs  and  I  Jhall  appear  ridiculous  in  Ifraeh 
But,  notwithftandihg  this,  it  is  for  the  forementioned  reaibn 
probable,  thefe  two  books  were  not  the  fame  j  befides,  Origen 
does  not  feem  to  have  feen  this  book  of  James,  but  was  un- 
certain whether  the  opinion  he  cites  was  in  that  or  the  Gofpel 
of  Peter  \  and  laftly,  this  was  a  very  common  opinion  among 
the  Antients,  viz.  that  Jofeph  had  children  by  a  former  wife  \ 

»  Prolegom.  inN.Teft.  §.  274,  many  other  antients  cited  to  thi$ 

*»  See  Euleb.   Hift.   Eccl.  1.  2.  purpofe  by  Valef.  in  Loc.  Eufeb. 

c.  I.  Epiphan.  Hacref.  291  Nazai*.  and  Bifhop  Pearfon  on  the  Creed. 

&  78.  qua  eft  Antidicomar.  and  Art,  3.  p.  174., &c. 

and 
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and  fo  might  very  probably  have  been  in  feveral  of  the  fpurious 
and  Apocryphal  pieces.  And  this  is  no  more  than  what  Je- 
rome a  exprefsly  fa)rs,  Somefuppofgy  by  thi  brethren  of  our  Lord 
we  are  to  underftand  Jofeph*s  children  by  another  vjife^  folloW'^ 
ing  the  idle  fancies  offome  Apocryphal  boots.  However  this  be, 
we  have  the  jufteft  reafon  to  efteem  this  book/ of  James  to  have 
been  a  fpurious  piece,  and  Apocryphal  by  Prop*  I Y,  V,  VL 

Numb.  XXV.  Some  other  BOOKS  attributed  to  JAMES. 

EPIPHANIUS,  in  his  account  of  the  Ebionites »»,  after  a 
large  confutation  of  their  principles,  ^dds; 


T«v  i\  *AiroroXm  ri  ivofAOclot 
to;  auTCov  zTXa^crotfAiyoi  dvi" 

fAOtCl  XOtl  TO  OVOfAOL  ^JaXpyS  T8 

'AirofoXs  lyxarotXiyatTiVy  tvot 

1)  avro^v  o^voix. 


Befides  they  have  counterfeit* 
ed  the  Apoftles'  names,  for 
the  better  perfuading  of  thofe, 
whom  they  have  deluded  ^  for 
they  have  forged  feveral 
books,  and  prefixed  their 
names  to  them,  viz.  the  name 
of  James,  Matthew,  and  o- 
ther  Difciples,  among  which 
is  alfo  the  name  of  the  Apoftle 
John,  that  their  folly  might 
appear  every  where  the  great- 
en 


I  am  not  able  to  fay  any  thing  particular  concerning  thefe 
books,  there  being  no  fragments  of  them  now  extant ;  only, 
if  I  may  conje£^ur^  I  would  fay,  they  were  the  fame  with 
thpfe  mentioned  by  Pope  Innocent  I.  ^  in  his  Decree  concern- 
ing Canonical  books* 


Qui  vero  Libri  recipiantur  in 
Canone  San£brum  Scriptura- 
rum,  brevis  annexus  oftendit. 
Haec  funt  ergo  quae  defiderata 


What  books  are  to  be  re- 
ceived into  the  Canon  of  the 
facrcd  Scriptures,  the  annexed 
fchedule  will  declare— Thefc 


«  Cornmen.  in  Matth.  xii.  49. 
*  Haeref,  30.  §.  23.* 


^  Epift.  3.  ad  Exupcr.  c.  7. 


a4 


moneri 


t^t  JFhttbir  Leucius  the  Author.  rARfif* 

moneri  vocevoluifti:  Moyfis  are  they,  concerning  which 
libri  quinque,  &c.  Caetera  you  defired  to  be  inSsrmed, 
autem  quse  vel  fub  nomine  viz.  The  five  books  of  Mofes, 
Matthci  five  Jacobi  Mlnoris,  &c.  But  as  for  thofe  which 
vel  fub  nomine  Petri  &  Joan-  go  under  the  name  of  Mat- 
nis,  quae  a  quodam  Leucio  thew;  or  James  the  Lefs,  or 
Icripta  funt,  &c.  non  folum  under  the  name  of  Peter  and 
repudianda,verumnoverisefre  John,  which  were  wrote  by 
damnanda.  <»ne  Leucius,  know,  that  they 

are  not  only  to  be  rejeded, 
but  condemned. 
Whether  thefe  words  will  prove  that  Leucius  was  tiie  au- 
thor of  Aefe  books  under  the  name  of  James,  or  whether  they 
only  aflcrt  thdp  afcribed  to  Peter  and  Jdm  to  have  been  writ* 
ten  by  Leucius,  is  not  very  eafy  to  determine.  The  former 
appeared  moft  probable  to  Dr.  Mill%  and  perhaps  not  without 
reafon,  if  we  confider,  that  this  Leucius  was  the  author  of  a 
great  many  forgeries  under  die  Apoftle's  name,  as  will  ap- 
pear fully  hereafter  under  the  letter  X"  Although  therefore 
there  is  nothing  more  particular  known  concerning  thefe 
books,  yet  firom  what  is  faid,  it  is  plain^  diey  were  fpurious, 
and  confequeritly  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  and  VI.  It 
may  perhaps  be  objeded,  that  Leucius  cannot  be  fuf^Hjfed  to 
be  the  author  of  thefe  books,  and  confequently  that  Epipha- 
liius  and  Pope  Innocent  do  not  mean  the  iame,  becaufe  the 
former  fays ^  they  were  forged  by  the  Ebionites^  but  it  does  not 
appear  that  Leucius  was  one  rf  this  fort.  To  which  I  fliall 
think  it  enough  to  anfwer,  that  Leucius  feems  to  have  formed 
his  books  with  defign  to  be  received  by  all  forts  of  hereticks, 
and,  therefore,  mixed  the  peculiar  principles  of  each  moft  ce- 
lebrated party  together  in  them ;  whence,  as  the  incomparahU 
and  moji  excellent  tvriter  among  the  antients^  I  mean  Photius, 
the  Patriarch  of  Conjiantinople^  obferves,  his  forgeries  are  full 
offoolijh  and  filly  contradiSfions^  and  he  may  bejuftly  efteemed  as 
tbefource  or  author  of  every  herefy  \ 

*  Prolegom.  in  N.  Teft.  §.336.      ti^Viw j— n<W  *»V<ri««  w^ uou 
^   TiiMi   ^l  xa»   fAM^»<:  «oXA?f,      ff.<^Tt^.     Cod,  cxiY* 

Nttmb» 
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OF  ibefe  fpurious  A£h  there  is  frequent  mention  in  the 
old  Chriftian  writers,  who  lived  within  the  limits  of  my 
time;  but  inafmucfa  as  diey  appear  evidently  to  have  been  the 
foigery  of  Leucius,  I  ihall  refer  the  confideration  of  them  to 
their  proper  pbce  under  die  name  Leucius  in  the  letter  L. 

Numb.  XXVIL    Other  BOOKS  under  the  Name  of 

JOHN. 

THESE  appearing  to  have  been  eompofed  by  the  fame 
perfbn  widi  die  former,  ihall  be  confidered  in  the  lame 
place* 

Numb.XXVin.   The  GOSPEL  of  JUDAS 

ISCARIOT. 

THIS  Apcicryphal  book  is  mentioned  by  Irenaeus  and 
Epiphanius,  as  peculiar  to  one  of  the  moft  monftrous 
and  inconfiftent  fe£ls,  who  ever  took  upon  them  the  Chriftian 
name.    The  account  given  by  Irenaeus  is  as  follows  \ 


Alii  autem  rurfus  Cain  a  fu- 
periore  principalitate  dioint ; 
4k  Efau  &  Core  &  Sodomitas, 
&  omnes  tales  cognatos  fuos 
confitentur,  &  propter  hoc  a 
Fa&ore  impugnatos  neminem 
ex  eis  male  acceptos:  Sophia 
enim  illud,  quod  proprium  ex 
ca  erat,  abripiebat  ex  eis  ad 
femetipfam.  £t  haco  Judam 
proditorem  diligenter  cogno- 
vifie  dicunty  &  (blum  prae  cae- 
teris  cognofcentem  veritatem 

*  Adv.  Haeref.  lib.  x.  c.  35. 
^  I  fupply  this  word  out  of  The- 
odom>  fome  word  being  neceflary 


But  there  are  other  hereticks, 
who  fay,  Cain  (was  deliver^ 
edb)  by  a  Heavenly  Power, 
and  who  acknowledge  Efau, 
Corah,  and  the  Sodomites  as 
their  pattern  (or  kindred}, 
who  though  they  were  fought 
againft  by  the  Creator,  yet 
received  no  damage  thereby : 
for  Wifdom  took  from  them 
whatever  belonged  to  it. 
Thefe  things,  they  fay,  Judas, 
who  betrayed  Chrift,  carefuU 

to  be  fupplied  to  make  the  ientence 
perfe£k. 

perfecifle 
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The  Gofpeltfjudas  IfcarioU 


PART  lU 


perfecifle  proditionis  myfteri* 
urn ;  per  quem  &  terrena  & 
cxleftia  omnia  diflbluta  di- 
cunt,  &  confiftionem  afferunt 
hujufmodi,  Judae  Evangelium 
illud  vocantes. 


ly  obtained  the  knowledge  of; 
and  as  he  was  the  oidy  one  of 
the  Apoftles  who  knew  die 
truth,  he  accompliihed  the 
myftcry  of  betraying  Chrift. 
By  him  (viz.  Judas)  they  fey, 
all  things  in  heaven  and  earth 
were  diflblved;  and  agreeable 
to  thefe  fentiments  they  pro- 
duce a  certain  forgery,  iK^iich 
they  call  the  Gofpd  of  Judas, 


Epiphanius  difcourfing  of  thefe  fame  hereticks  relates*  much 
the  fame  thing  as  Irenaeus,  and  in  the  fame  myftical  unintel- 
ligible language;  of  which  he  in  like  manner  fays,  they  af- 
firmed Judas  to  have  had  a  perfect;  knowledge ;  adding. 


That  they  will  have  him  to  be 
their  relation,  and  efteem  him 
to'  have  obtained  extraordi- 
nary knowledge,  inafmuch  as 
they  produce  a  certain  book 
under  his  name,  which  they 
call  the  Go/pel  of  Judas 'y  be- 
fides,  they  have  forged  many 
pther  fuch  writings^  &c. 


TAftd'/xso'tf,  ifi  xa»  (Tvvrccy'. 
fAOorUv  -Tt  ^i^etv  1^  ovofAxrog 

xa^acrt*   xa*  i\X»  nyac  eruy 
y^dfAfAOCTCi  w(ravT«?  -ffXpirlov^ 

Mr.Toland  has  not  failed  to  adorn  his  catalogue  of  Books, 
which  he  would  perfuade  us  are  as  valuable  as  any  now  re- 
ceived, with  the  title  of  this  Gofpel  *» :  he  has  introduced  it 
thus :  Tidt  none  of  the  Apojiles  might  he  thought  unable  to  write 
a  Gofpel^  we  find  one  alledged  by  the  Caianites^  afe^  of  the  Gnof^ 
ticks ^  under  the  name  of  Judas  Ifcariot*  Artfully  faid  indeed  J 
A  f^t  of  impious,  beafUy,  prophane  wretches,  abandoned  to 
all  the  excefles  of  vice  and  immorality,  forged  a  piece  under 
the  name  of  Judas ;  and  this  is  to  be  ranked  in  the  fame  clafk 


»  Haercf.  38.  §.  i,  *  Arayntor,  p.  33. 


with 
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with  thofe  which  contain  the  fublime  doffarines  and  holy  pre- 
cepts of  Chriftianity !  But  let  us  a  little  fee  what  fort  of  per* 
fens  thefe  Caianites  were :  They  called  the  Creator  of  all  things 
Hjfleray  and  wrote  feveral  books  againfi  htm  %  they  affirmed^  n$ 
man  could  befaved^  who  did  not  make  trial  of  aU  forts  of  vice  i 
accordingly  they  reckoned  it  virtue  to  commit  the  mofi  notorious 
immoralities  and  crimes  j  and  feigning  to  themfelves  a  great 
number  of  Angels,  they  attributed  to  each  a  particular  fin^  which 
when  they  were  about  to  commit^  they  invoked  that  AngePs  re^ 
gard  and  patronage:  they  applauded  the  aSfion  of  Judas  in  be^- 
traying  Chrijl  %  tifr.  Such  were  their  ridiculous  fentiments; 
from  whence  it  is  eafy  to  form  a  notion  of  their  Goipel)  and 
to  fee  rcafon  to  rejefl  it.  See  Prop.  IV,  V,  VI,  and  eipeciaU 
Jy  VIII.  and  IX. 

*  He  who  has  a  mind,  may  read      lous  kind,  in  the  places  of  Irenasus 
tbisy  and  more  of  the  fame  ridicu-      and  Epiphanius  laft  cite4« 


I 


L 


CHAP. 


[    236    ] 


CHAP.    XXL 

Tbi  Affs  rftbi  Ap^fiks  under  the  Names  o/Liuchs^  Limitiu$^ 
Liontiusj  and  LeutbMj  frWid  U  be  ene  and  tbe  fame  Beei^ 
becaufe  tbefe  were  all  tbe  fame ^  Ferfofft  Name  cerr aptly  writ-* 
ten.  They  contained  tbe  A&s  rf  Jobn^  Andrew^  Tbemas^ 
Peter^  Paul,  Jamei^  and  ethers.  Tbeir  Spurieufnefs  proved. 
Leucius  their  Author  lived  in  the  fourth  Century.  His 
PrifUiples  and  Tenets.  A  Remark  on  Dr.  Mil's  Greek 
Te/lament.  Leuciiis  and  Leonides  the  fame  Name.  Leonides 
proved  to  be  a  corrupt  Writing  it^ead  of  Leucius.  Nexo* 
charis  or  Xenecbaris  proved  to  be  a  corrupt  Way  ofxoriting 
Charinusj  the  Surname  of  Leucius. 

Numb,  XXIX,     The  ACTS  of  the  APOSTLES  by 

LEUCIUS. 

Numb.  XXX.>   The  ACTS  of  the  APOSTLES   by 

LENTITIUS. 

Numb.  XXXL    The  ACTS  of  the  APOSTLES  by 

LEONTIUS. 

Numb.  XXXIL    The  ACTS  of  the  APOSTLES  by 

LEUTHON. 

Numb,  XXXIII.    The  BOOKS  of  liENTlTlUS. 

EA  C  H  of  thefe  differing  titles  being  to  be  found  in  the 
antient  writings,  I  thought  it  moft  agreeable  to  my  de- 
fign  to  produce  them  diftinfUy,  though  they  are  unqueftion- 
ably  only  miftaken  writings  of  the  fame  perfon's  name,  viz. 
Leucius.  I  (hall,  according  to  my  method,  firft  produce  the 
places,  and  then  form  the  beft  judgment  of  them  which  I  can. 
The  firft  is  that  of^  . 

L  St.  AuftTn,  who  gives  the  following  account  o£  the  A£ls 
under  the  Apoftles^  names  written  by  Leucius^  received  by  the 
Manichees  *• 

«  Lib.  dc  Fid.  cont.  Manichi  c.  3S. 

Mu}tum 
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fbe  JSli  (f  Ltudus. 


m 


Mttltum  apparetimperidaref- 
tra,  vel  potius  audaciju  At- 
tendite  in  aAibus  Leudi^quos 
fuh  nomine  Apoftdorum  fcri- 
bit>  qualia  fint,  quae  accipicis 
de  Mazimilla  uxore  Egetis ; 
quae  quum  ndlet  marito  de- 
bituniTeddere,  quum  Apofto- 
lus  di^cerit)  uxori.  vir  debituiQ 
reddat,  fimiliter  &  uxor  viro ; 
ilia  fuppofuerit  manto  fuo  an- 
cillam  fuain,  Eucliam  nomine, 
^xornans  earn,  ficut  ibi  fcrip- 
turn  eft,  adver&riis  lenociniis 
&  fiicationibus,  &  earn  no£te 
pro  fe  vicarian\  fupponens,  ut 
ille  nefciens  cum  ea  tanquam 
cum  uxore  concumberet.  Ibi 
etiam  fcriptum  eft,  quod  cum 
eadem  Maximilla  &  Iphida- 
mia  fimul  lifTent  ad  audiendum 
Apoftolum  Andream,  pueru- 
lus  quidam  fpeciofus,  queni 
vult  Leucius  vel  Deum  vel 
ceite  Angelum  intelligi,  com- 
mendaverit  eas  Andreae  ApoC* 
tolo,  &  perrexerit  ad  praeto* 
torium  Egetis,  &  ingreflus 
cubiculum  eorum  finxerit  vq«- 
cem  muliebrem,  quafi  Maxi* 
;nil]ae  murmurantis  de  dolori- 
bus  iexus  faeminei,  &  Iphi- 


Your  imprudence,  or  rather 
impudence,  appears  very  xt^ 
markable.  ConfiderQnly,whAt 
fort  of  things  you  receive 
concerning  Maximilla,  the 
wife  of  Egetes,  in  the  A^s  of 
Liucius^  which  he  wrste  under 
the  ApcftUs*  name*  How  that 
when  ihe  would  not  render 
due  benevolence  to  her  huC* 
band,  according  to  the  Apof- 
tle's  command  ( i  Cor.  vii.  3.) 
Let  a  man  render  due  henev9-- 
lence  to  his  wife,  and  likewifi 
the  wife  to  her  hujbandy  (he 
impofed  upon  her  bufban<!,by 
her  maid  called  Euclia.  For, 
as  it  it  written  there,  fhe 
adorned  her,  and  by  artful  dif* 
guifes  deluded  her  hufband,  by 
placing  her  in  the  night  in  her 
own  place,  fo  that  he  igno- 
randy  lay  with  her  as  his  wife* 
It  is  there  alfo  written,  that 
when  the  fame  Maximilla 
and  Iphidamia  went  together 
to  hear  the  Apoftle  Andrew, 
a  certain  handfome  boy,  whom 
Leucius  will  have  either  to 
have  been  God  himielf,  or  at 
leaft  an  angel,  recommended 
them  to  Andrew  the  Apoftl^ 
and  having  led  them  to  the 
palace  of  Egetes,  went  into 
dieir  bed-chmnber,  and  feign- 
ed the  voice  of  a  woman,  like 
Maximilla's,  bemoaning  die 
misfortunes  of  her  fex;  to 

damiae 
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ihfniae  refpondentis.  Quae 
colloquia  cum  audiilet  Egetes, 
credens  eas  ibi  eflp,  difceflerit. 


The  A£is  of  Leucius*  part  ii. 

which  Iphidamb  rq>lied.— 
Which  dtfcourfes  when  Ege- 
tes  heard,  believing  them  to 
be  really  theirs,  he  went  a- 


IL  The  fiune  St.  Auftin  \  difputing  with  Felix  againfl:  the 
Manichees,  urges  againft  him : 


This  you  have  alfo  in  the 
Apocryphal  writings,  whicfe 
are  not  admitted  into  the  Ca- 
non of  the  Church,  but  are 
indeed  (o  much  the  more  ef- 
teemed  by  you,  as  they  arc 
excluded  the  Canon  cmT  the 
Church.  I  fhall  cite  a  paT- 
fage  thence,  not  that  I  regard 
its  authority,  but  for  your 
^onviSion.  In  the  A£ls  wrote 
by  Lentittusy  which  he  writes 
as  the  A^s  of  the  Apojlles^  you 
find  the  following  words:— 
**  The  fpecious  appearances 
'^  and  delufive  pomp,  and  the 
"  influence  of  the  things  that 
**  are  feen,  do  not  proceed 
"  from  nature,  but  from  that 
•*  man,  who  through  bis  own 
•'  fault  became  worfe  by 
*'  temptation/' 

III.  The  fame  Father  in  his  treatife  ofPaith^  or  the  Trinity 
of  the  Unityy  produces  the  fame  paffage  with  no  variation ; 
only  that  the  author's  name  is  there  written  Leontius,  and  not 
Lentitius,  as  in  the  place  laft  cited  :  His  words  are,  In  aSfibus 


Habetis  hoc  edam  in  fcriptu- 
ris  Apocryphis,  quas  Canon 
quidem  cadiolicus  non  admit- 
tit,  vobis  autem  tanto  gratio- 
res  funt,  quanto  a  Catholico 
Canone  feduduntur.  illiquid 
etiam  inde  commemorem,  cu- 
jus  ego  au£loritate  non  teneor, 
fed  tu  convinceris.  In  A£ti- 
bus  confcriptis  a  Lentitio, 
quos  tanquam  a£tus  Apofto- 
lorum  fcribit,  habes  ita  pofl- 
tum:  Etenimfpeciofafigmen- 
ta  &  oftentatio  (imdata,  & 
coaflio  vifibilium,  non  qui- 
dem ex  propria  natura  proce- 
dunt,  fed  ex  eo  homine  qui  per 
fe  ipfum  deterior  fadlus  eft  per 
fedudionem. 


*  Something  of  this  is  referred  to 
in  the  Life  of  Andrew.  See  Ab- 
dias's  HUt.  Apoft.   in  vit.  And, 


c.  39. 

•»  Aa.  cum  Felic.  Manich.  lib. 
2.  c.  6. 

etiam 
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etiam  confcriptis  a  Leontioj  quos  iffi  acciptuntj  fie  fcriptttm  efti 
Etenim  Jpecufa  figmenta  bfc.  ^  "Whence  it  is  evident,  that 
thefe  two  names  denote  the  fiune  perfon ;  not  that  he  was  an<- 
tiently  known  by  both  thefe  names,  but  through  die  ignorance 
or  inadvertency  of  latter  fcribes,  when  they  found  the  name 
Leucius  contrai^edly  wrote  thus,  L.  or  Lus.  according  to  the 
old  way  in  manuicripts,  they  fubftituted  either  Leucius,  Lenti* 
tius,  or  Leontius,  according  to  their  own  fancy. 

IV.  Jerome,  or  whoever  was  the  author  of  that  famous 
EpifHe  to  Chromatius  and  Heliodorus  under  his  name  among 
his  works  ^,  afcribes  not  only  the  book  of  the  Nativity  of 
Mary,  but  that  called,  The  A^s  or  PaJJions  of  the  ApofiUsy  to 
Leuthon,  as  it  is  in  my  edition,  or  as  it  is  in  others,  Seleucus^ 
who  was  the  fame  as  Leucius,  as  has  been  often  obferved;  fee 
Cafaubon  ^,  Fabritius  <*,  and  others ;  and  fo  Dr.  Mill  afTures 
us,  the  manufcript  copies  ftill  have  the  name  Leucius,  and 
neither  Leuthon  nor  Seleucus  * :  fo  that  I  may  now  fet  down 
the  words  of  the  Epiftle  under  Jerome's  name. 

Sed  faftum  eft,  ut  a  Manichaei  But  it  is  certain  that  this  book 
difcipulo,  nomine  Leucio,  qui  was  publifhed,  &c.  by  a  dif- 
etiam  Gefta  Apoftolorum  faU  ciple  of  Manichaeus,  whofe 
fofermoneconcripfit,  hie  liber  name  was  Leucius,  who  alfo 
editus,  &c.  '         wrote  a  falfe  account,  inti- 

tied.  The  ASfs  of  the  Jpofilis. 

Hence  it  is  evident  there  were  certain  A6ls  under  the  Apoftle$' 
names  wrote  by  Leucius.  It  remains  now,  that  we  more  par- 
ticularly make  enquiry  what  thofe  A<9s  were. 

To  me  it  feems  certain,  they  were  the  very  fame  with  thofe 
Apocryphal  ASfs  which  are  fo  often  mentioned  by  the  antient 
writers^  as  forged  under  the  names  offohn^  Andrew^  and  Tho^ 
masj  and  perhaps  two  or  three  more.^  I  fhall  make  good  my 
allertion  by  thefe  following  reafons  : 

*  Lib.  de  Fid.  cont.  Manich.  c.      ron.  Annal.  15.  No.  39. 

5.  **  Cod.  Apoc.  Nov.  Tcftara.  p. 

*  Epiltol.  82.   Par.  2.  Tra6l  6.      137.  par.  i. 

fol.  140.  •^  Prolegom.  mNov.  Teftam.  §. 

*  Exercit.  i.  ad  Apparat.   Ba-      336. 

I.  From 


24»  ^i  A£l$  ofLiudus  the  fame  TMit  in 

1.  Frm  the  exprefs  tejiimny  ofPhetitii^  that  moft  accitiat« 
and  judicious  critick,  who  had  read  the  books,  and  aflerCB^ 
that  they  tnanifejled  Leucius  Qiarinus  to  be  their  author  K 

'AvfyywV:^  PtCxwv,  etl  Xcyo-     I  read  die  book  which  is  call- 

ficvfti  T«»  'ATcorixm  wfio-  ^  ^*'  ^'  ?f  ^*^  ApoJUes^ 
%     i    r         /  /y        amonc:  which  are  contained 

p»»  naw;X».  ^rf«?«  J«  «w-  writer  of  which,  as  appears 
w,  «c  *iXor  TO  auTo  piC-  plainly  from  Ac  book>  was 
Xlovy  Afu;^io(  Xetfvoq.  Leucius  Charinus. 

2.  Frem  the  Decree  of  Pope  Innocent^  in  which  (everal 
books  under  thefe  Apoftles'  names  are  joined  together,  as 
wrote  by  this  fame  Leucius ;  Catera  qua  fub  nemine  Petri  SsT 
yoannify  qua  a  quoiam  Leuciefcriptajunt,  (fc.  As  to  the  other 
books  under  the  name  ofjohn^  which  were  written  by  one  Leu-- 
dusy  ^c.    See  die  pafla^e  at  large  above,  Numb.  XXV. 

3..  St.  Auftin,  who  fays  the  Manichees  made  their  citations 
out  of  the  Ads  of  the  Apoftles  written  by  Leucius,  in  the 
places  juft  now  cited ;  in  anodier  book  ^  lays,  they  made  their 
citations  out  offome  Apocryphal  pieces  under  the  names  of  Andrew 
and  John. 

4.  Hjey  were  received  byfeveral  hereticks^who  agreed  in 
.many  of  the  fame  impious  principles.  This  is  evident  by  the 
table  which  I  have  compofed  of  this  agreement  in  Chap.  V« 
of  this  part^  and  the  authors  there  cited,  who  mention  the 
A&s  of  Andrew  and  John  together,  as  received  by  the  Mani-r 
chees,  Encratites,  Apoftolicks  or  Apota^cks,  and  Orige*' 
nians. 

Thefe  therefore  appearing  fo  evidendy  to  be  die  fame,  I 
(hall  in  die  next  place  produce  die  places  where  they  a,re  men- 
tioned, viz. 

*  Cod.  cxiy.  teftimonia,  quae  Tub  norolnibxis  A- 
^  Epift.  3.  ad  Exuper.  Epifcop.      pQftolonim  Andreae,    Johaanifiiue 

Tolof.  c.  7.  confer ipta  funt.  Contr.  adverf.  leg. 

*  Sane  de  ApocryphU  ifte  pofuit      &  {MX>pb.  liU  i.  c.  lo.  in  init. 

X.  By 
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By  Eufeblus 


t  / 


ly  tid&fxi  £^o»jix£y— raj  oko- 

/*»T»   TWIT  'ATTOroXwy  "STf  0?  TWk 

lAtag  iv  (TMyyfiafAfAOLTi  t»v  x»* 
Tflt  JtA^bj^af  'ExxAn^ffiSfixcijy 
Ytf  «viif  €K  fJi.yinfAny  dyocyiTv 

fPMcneoq  TS'a^ot  ro  Y,^oi  to  'A« 

7ng,  n  n  yvo^pn  x»»  n  rSv  19 

vXiifoy  ocoy  mg  »Xn^Bg  op* 
^rooo^io^^  airaQS(r»y  on  «y)  ai^s- 
Tixwy  dyifZy  ^y»irXcc(rfA»r» 
rvy^dyHj  irafSg  v»^if%<rtyy 
oijsy  »o  iy  yoijoig  »mt»  x«r«- 
TAKtioyy  «XX'  cJy  aroTT*  Tff^yrn 
xxh  Juo'O'cSiii  trocgaiTTiTfoy. 


That  we  may  know— —the 
books  publiQied  by  the  he* 
reticks  under  the  Apoftles' 
names,  fuch  as  the  Gofpels  of 
Petery  Thomas^  Matthias^  and 
fome  others,  and  alfo  the  jtSfi 
of  Andrew  and  yohn  and  fome 
other  Apojilesy  which  were  ne- 
ver efteemed  valuable  enough 
to  be  cited  in  the  works  of  any 
Eccleiiaftifral  writer:  befides^ 
the  phrafeologyof  them  is  very 
different  from  the  Apoftles' 
fiyle;  and  withal^  the  doc- 
trines and  fentiments,  which 
they  contain,  are  fo  very  op- 
pdite  to  the  Orthodox  faith, 
as  evidently  to  demonftrate 
that  they  are  the  forgeries  c^ 
hereticks,  and  fo  not  only  to 
be  looked  upon  as  fpurious, 
but  to  be  utterly  reje&ed  99" 
abfurd  and  impious. 


Tti  (  viQf,^  Aia9iixyic  aMiXf  ro^Ev« 
ravrot,  Ilf  j*oJo»  JJirps,  irtM* 
iok^IcadvyHy'TTt^ioSoi  &u[Aoi^  Eu- 


By  Athanailtts  \ 

The  Apocryphal  books  of  the 
New  Tcftament  are   thefe: 
The  Aas  of  Peter y  the  ASis  of 
John^  the  ASfs  of  Thomas^  thi 


•  Hlft.EccLl.  ^  C.15. 

*  In  Synopf.  or  whpicver  was  the 

V«t.  I. 


author  of  that  anticnt  book. 


*AiroroA»y, 


24Z  '      'Mentioned  by  Philajhriusy  i^c.  PART  ir. 

'ATToroXcji/,  KXtiitAEkTio — 7r«-      G«7?^^/  according  to  Thomas^ 


sSiv  THrccv  TWk  'Attoxju^wv 
fAxXiTOC   ?y>cf»lov    tj  l-TTWipcXkr 

aXXa  TsTccvrxj  ^^X^  '^^*'  avw- 
Tif«  iixXn^ivruv  xa*  cyx^i- 

cof  OK  >ta»  Half aVjv,  *Avoxf  u- 

05X*i9w?  ajia'  T*Tf  aXXa,  xotj 
aJr^  Tflt  }ixX}i[jt.ivx  iv  xvroiq 
EvxyyiXix^  lycrog  ruv  Tffx^x" 


the  Do£irine  of  the  AfofileSy 
and  the  books  under  Cle- 
ment's name.  They  are  all 
falfe,  (purious,  and  to  be  re- 
jeAed*  And  none  of  thofe 
Apocryphal  books  of  the  New 
Teftament  have  been  eidier 
approved,  or  are  ufefiil ;  but 
they  have  all  been  judged  A- 
pocryphal  (i.  e.  rather  worthy 
to  be  concealed  than  read)  by 
the  antient  Wife  Men  and 
Fathers,  which  contain  any 
thing  contrary  to  the  books 
above  recited^}  as  alfo  all 
other  Gofpels,  befides  thofe 
four  delivered  to  us. 


By  Philaftrius  b, 


£  quibus  funt  Mantchaei> 
Gnoftici)  Nicolaita,  Valcn- 
tiniani,  et  alii  quamplurimi, 
qui  Apocrypha  Apoftolorum, 
i.e.  feparatos  A6lus  habentes, 
Canonicas  legere  Scripturas 
contemnunt — Scripturae  au- 
tem  abfconditas,  i.  e.  Apocry- 
pha^ etd  legi  debent  morum 
caufa  a  perfeflls,^  non  legi  de- 
bent  ab  omnibus,  quia  non 
iiitelligentes  multa  addiderunt 


Among  whom  are  the  Ma- 
nichees,  Gnofticks,  Nicolai- 
tans,  Valentinians,  and  many 
others,  who  having  fome  Apo- 
cryphal books  under  the  Apof- 
tles'nameS)  i.e.  fome  diftind 
A£i;s,  defpife  the  Canonical 
Scriptures  as  not  worthy  to 
be  read :  but  thefe  fecret,  i.  c. 
Apocryphal  Scriptures,though 
for  the  conduft  of  life  they 
ought  to  be  read  by  the  more 
able  Chriftians,  yet  ought  not 
to  be  read  by  all,  becaufe  the 
ignorant  hereticks  have  added 


*  He  refers  to  the  catalogxie  he  *>  Hxi^f.  ^e.  cui  titul.  Apocry' 

had  given  befpre  of  C anonical  book s .      phi . 

&  tu- 
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&  tulerunt,  quae  voluerunt 
haeretici.  Nam  Manichaei 
Apocrypha  beati  Andreae  A- 
poftoli>  i.  e,  A£i:us  quos  fecit 
veniens  de  Ponto  in  Gra^ci- 
am,  quos  confcripferunt  difci- 
puli  tunc  fequentes  Apofto- 
lum ;  unde  &  habent  Mani- 
chaei &  alii  tales,  Andreae  beati 
&  Joannis  A6lus  Evangeliftae, 
beati  &  Petri  fimiliter  Apof- 
toli,  Sc  Pauli  pariter  Apofto- 
li  s  in  quibus  quia  flgna  fece^ 
runt  magna  &  prodigia,  ut  & 
canes  &  beftiae  loquerentur, 
edam  &  animas  homtnum 
tales  velut  canum&  pecudum 
fimiles  imputaverunt  efle  hae- 
retici perditi. 


and  taken  away  many  things, 
according  to  their  own  fan- 
cies. For  the  Manichees 
(make  uf^)  of  Apocryphal 
books  under  the  name  of  St* 
Andrew  the  Apojile^  ue.  the 
ASls  which  he  did  in  his  jour ^ 
ney  from  Pontus  to  ^  Greece^ 
which  the  Difciples,  who  fol- 
lowed diat  Apoftle,  wrote: 
So  alfo  die  Manichees  and 
other  fuch  (hereticks)  have 
the  A£fs  of  St.  Andrew  and 
John  the  EvangeUJi\  alfo  of 
St.  Peter  the  Apo/llej  and  the 
Apoftle  Paul\  in  which,  be- 
caufe  they  wrought  many  mi- 
racles, fuch  as  making  dogs 
and  beafts  to  fpeaky  thofe 
wretched  hereticks  imagined 
the  fouls  of  men  to  be  like 
the  ibuls  of  dogs  and  beafts.* 


4*  By  Epiphanius  *,  fpeaking  concerning  the  Encratites. 


/Aft,  x«i  ^Airox^vfoig  T«r/« 


They  principally  made  ufe  of 
thofe  Scriptures,  which  were 
called  the  Ads  of  Andrew, 
and  John,  and  Thomas,  and 
fome  other  Apocryphal  pieces. 


The  fame  author,  in  the  herefy  of  the-Apotailicks  and 
Origenians,  fays,  they  made  ufe  of  the  fame  book ;  the  paf- 
fages  are  produced  above,  in  the  place  referred  to  in  the  mar- 


gm 


*i 


*  Haeraef.  4.7.  J.  1.  ^  Part ».  c.  5, 
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r 

5*  By  Pope  Gelafius  S 

LIbri  omnes  quos  fecit  Len-  All  the  books  which  were 
titius,  feu  LeuciuSjfilius  Dia-  made  by  Lentitias,  or  LeucU 
bull,  Apocryphi.  us,  that  fon  of  the  Devil,  are 

Apocryphal. 

Thefe  are  all  the  places  which  I  have  obferved,  in  which 
thefe  Apocryphal  Ads  are  exprefsly  mentioned  by  name : 
diere  ate  indeed  fome  other  {daces  where  diey  are  referred  to, 
but  not  named,  as  I  ihall  iOiew  in  the  end  of  this  chapter ; 
and  only  add  here  fome  account  of  their  author  Leucius,  and 
fome  reafons  for  re}e£liiig  his  books. 

Concerning  Leucius  I  have*  met  vfiA  very  little,  befides 
what  has  been  produced  above>  in  any  writers  within  the  limits 
of  my  time*  Pacianus,  a  writer  of  die  fourth  century,  men- 
tions one  Leucius,  whom  the  Montanifk  faUely«flerted  to  be  a 
great  promoter  of  their  herefy  ^i  accordingly  Dr.  Grabe  ^,  and 
Dr.  Mil!  ^  fuppofing  Pacianus  to  fpeak  of  the  fame  Leucius, 
of,  whom  I  am  now  writing,  conclude,  h  live  J  in  the  fecond 
century^  vis.  fays  Dr.  Mills,  about  the  year  of  Chrift  140,  i.  e. 
tf  little  heferi  the  rife  if  the  Montanifts^  who  pretended  to  be  en- 
couraged  by  him.  The  faid  Dbdlor  adds,  that  Leucius  was  a 
folkiwer  cfMariiony  whi  Hved  in  the  fecond  cmtury^  and  bad 
the  fame  peculiar  doffrines  which  are  afcribed  to  LucianuSy  who 
was  a  companion  ^/  Afarcion*^  and  therefore  that  he  probably 
was  the  very  fame  perfin  as  Lucianus^  who  was  mo/t  certainly 
a  remarkitble  interpolator  of  the  Canonical  Gojpels^  and  a- forger 
of  Apocryphal  Gofpels  ^. 

This  conjedure,  I  confefs,  fhews  not  only  much  learning 
and  ingenious  criticifm,  but  at  firft  view  feems  very  probable; 
but  upon  a  ftriSt  enquiry  will)  I  believe,  appear  to  be  ground** 
lefs:   For, 


/*  InDccret.  •  Ibid. 

*  Epift.  I .  ad  Sympron.  in  inlt.  '  Vid,  loc.  plur.  in  hoc  Capite 
^  Spiciieg.  Patr.  torn.  i,p.  78.  citata. 

*  Prolegom.  i»  N.  T.  §.  33+. 

!•  Leucius, 


1.  Leucius,  of  whom  I  am  writing,  the  author  of  theft 
Apocryphal  A&  now  under  confideration,  was  a  Manichee ; 
fo  he  is  expre&ly  called  by  St.  Auftin  and  Pope  Gelailus»  and 
bisjpurieus  writings  contained  the  peculiar  favmrite  da^brims^ 
of  the  Manichees :  Now  it  is  a  matter  well  known,  that  thf 
Manidiees  were  not  in  being  till  the  ^  time  of  Aurelius  Pro* 
bus,  or  Dioclefian,  i.  e.  not  till  the  latter  end  of  the  thir^ 
century;  wherefore  it  is  evident,  either  that  the  Montanifts 
were  miftaken  in  laying  Leucius  was  a  favourite  of  their  b&^ 
which  are  indeed  the  words  of  Pacianus  (Pbryges  anitnatasji 
a  Leucie  mentiri)^  or  elfe  the  Leucius  Acre  mentioned  muft 
be  a  difiereiit  perfon  from  him  of  that  name^  of  whom  we  are 
ipeaking ;  or  elfe,  which  perhaps  may  be  the  truth  of  the 
caie,  the  word  ammatos  means  the  reviving  ox  encouraging 
their  principlesy  and  not,  as  Dr«  Mill  diinks,  the  firft  fpreading 
of  d^ni.  Whichever  it  be,  it  is  plain,  Leucius  did  not  live 
before  the  tatter  end  of  the  third,  or  beginning  of  the  fourth 
century  after  Chrift ;  and  confequently,  that  Leucius  and  Lu- 
cianus  were  really  diflFerent  perfons,  who  lived  at  above  an 
hundred  years  diftance  from  each  other. 

2.  Whereas  Dr.  Mill  fay?, ,  Leucius  was  the  follo¥rer  of 
Marcion  as  well  as  Lucianus,  and  therefore  probably  the  faxtie 
perfon,  living  in  the  fecond  century>  and  for  this  cites  Photius, 
Cod.  cxiv.  Thisy  I  aver^  is  utterly  falfcy  there  being  no  fuch 
diing  (aid  in  that  place  of  PhotiuS,  nor  the  name  of  Marcion 
fo  much  as  mentioned  there.  But  that  learned  Do£kor  feems 
to  have  been  led  into  this  miftake  for  want  of  confulting 
Photius  himfelf,  and  by  mifunderftanding  the  following  word$ 
o(  Dr.  Grabe  ^  Leucius^  Marcionis  fuccejfory  SecuU  IL  ctgus 
a€fus  fummatim  perjirinxit  Photius^  Cod.  cxiv.  The  realbn 
of  my  mentioning  this  is,  to  give  the  reader  a  fpecxmen  of  Dr. 
Mill's  negligence  in  citations,  which  jis  but  too  vifible  in  other 
parts  of  his  famous  work  on  the  New  Xeftament ;  As  for  in* 
ftance,  I  remember,  fomewhere  he  collects  a  various  reading 
from  the  Syriack  Verfion,  whereas  that  moft  perfe£Uy  agrees 

*  Phot.  BiM.  Cod.  114.  him,  p.  X4X. 

^  Cvril  of  Jerufalern  fays»  the         <^  SpicUeg.  Patr.  torn.  s.  p.  78. 
Manicfxees  arofe  70  years  before 

R  3_  \^ 


2^  n^e  J£fs  of  Leiuius  ApoeryphaL      *    partii. 

in  that  place  with  our  prefent  Greek :  but  the  DoAor,  either 
not  underflanding  the  Syriack  language,  or  not  confulting  it, 
tnade  only  ufe  of  the  Latin  tranflation  of  the  Syriack,  which 
indeed  is  iii  that  place  faulty,  and  not  only  different  from  the 
Greek,  biit  its  original,  viz.  Syriack* 
'3.  As  to  the  agreement  of  the  fentiments  of  Leucius  and 
Lucianus, 'which  the  Dodor  urges  to  prove  them  to  have  been 
the  fame  perfons,  it  is  eafily  anfwered,  that  LeUcius  adopted 
into  hisfcheme  the  principles  ofmoji  oftbeforntir  hereticks^  as  I 
have  above  (hewed  out  of  Photius,  and  will  appear  more  fully 
hereafter;  and  therefore  nothing  can  be  concluded  hence  to 
prove  Leucius  to  have  been  the  fame  with  Lucianus,  or  to 
have  lived  in  the  (econd  century. 

Leucius  therefore  living  in  the  fourth  century,  we  arc  from 
the  writers  of  that  later  age  to  take  all  our  accounts  of  him ; 
and  indeed  we  do  not  find  his  name  in  any  one  before  Auftin, 
Jerome,  and  Philaftrius,  who  all  lived  towards  the  latter  end  of 
that  age.  He  fcems  to  me  to  have  been  the  father  of  thofc 
hereticks,  who  are  called  by  St.  Auftin  »  Seleuciani,  fi-om  his 
name  Selcucus  (which  I  above  proved  to  be  the  fame  name 
with  Leucius),  who  were  alfo  called  Hermiani.  They  held^ 
that  the  world  was  not  made  by  Gody  but  co^eternal  with  him ; 
that  God  did  not  make  men^s  foulsj  hut  Angels^  out  of  fire  and 
air  \  that  Chriji  does  not  fit  at  the  right  hand  of  the  Father  in 
a  human  body^  but  that  he  lodged  his  body  in  the  fun  according 
to  thatj  Pfalm.  xix.  4.  He  hath  fet  his  tabernacle  in  the  fun. 
They  deny  any  future  refurre^ion^  and  place  it  only  in  the  daily 
procreation  of  children.  Thefe  feem  to  have  been  the  followers 
bf  this  heretick,  and  thefe  his  principles,  if  he  may  be  iaid  to 
have  had  any,  who  received  thofe  of  all  fefts. 

As  to  thefe  A£b,  publifhed  by  Leucius,  there  needs  little 
more  to  be  faid  to  prove  them  fpurious.  They  are  aflerted  to 
le  fo  by  all  who  mention  them,' and  rejected  as  monftrous 
and  impious  forgeries :  Apocryphal  therefore  by  Prop.  IV, 
V,  and  VI.  I  add  alf6  by  Prop.  VIII,  and  IX.  as  containing 
things  falfe  and  fabulous,  trifles  contrary  to  truth  \   fuch  are 

■  De  Haercf.  Num.  59.  T.  Opp.  6. 

thofc 
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thoie  ftories  of  Maximilla  and  Iphidamia,  in  the  fn^ment  pro* 
duced  out  of  St.  Auftin ;  fuch  efpecially  is  that  in  the  farm 
fragment^  ofGod^s  appearing  in  the  form  of  a  little  boy^  and 
feigning  the  voice  of  a  woman:  fuch,  laftly>  is  that  mentioned 
by  Philaftrius,  that  the  fouls  of  men  were  like  the  fouls  of  dogs 
and  beajls.  Thus  much  may  be  fufEcient  concerning  thefe 
Apocryphal  Afts ;  of  which  I  fhould  now  add  no  more,  if  I 
did  not  think  It  would  be  as  entertaining  to  my  readers,  as 
myfelf,  to  tranfcribe  the  judgment  of  Photius  concerning  them^ 
who,  though  a  writer  of  the  gth  century,  well  dcferves  regard- 
ing, not  only  becaufe  he  had  read  the  book,  but  that  his  judg** 
ment  is  always  valuable.  After  he  had  faid  he  perufed  thefe 
Ads,  and  that  they  appeared  to  be  wrote  by  Leucius  Chari- 
nus,  he  adds  (Cod.  cxiv.) 


'H  i\  f  |9«(r»c  IK  TO  trayrcxW. 
dvtifAotXii  re  xoot  tsroc^tiXXocy- 

Xj^fO"!  xi^nroci  hion  fjiiv  hk 
9}ju.cXDp£yaK,  axloc  Si  to  ttMT- 
fou  ocyofaiotg  xa»  TgreirotrrifAi- 
i'OtK.     K»i   iiiv   r^q   o/AaXti? 

riff  lxfI3'£k  fjw-^UTa  j^aftTo?*, 
xo^y  iv  0.  fuayyfAixo^  t£  xa* 

fACt  il  xai  /xci)^ia;  TToXXn^y  xo^i 

H¥0^i  rov  T(4V  iiiooi.km  •Jfov, 
xo^i  xaxoy,  a  xai  Zt/xcoya  tov 
M'»yoi^  \)7Fii\oiry\v  y.x^ifO(,yaij 
ou>\Xov  S\  ro¥  X^ifOi/,  ov  f'nc^v 
dyoo^Qy*   xal    ipufwi/    ocTrxyroi 

R 


The  ftyle  of  it  is  irregular  and 
inconfiftent.  He  ufes  phrafes 
and  words  fometimes,  which 
are  not  mean,  but  for  the  moft 
part  fuch  as  are  bald  and  com- 
mon. There  is  not  in  it  the 
Icaft  fign  of  an  even  free  ftyle, 
or  of  that  beauty  .that  attends 
fuch  a  natural  ftyle,  in  which 
the  writings  of  the  Evange* 
lifts  and  Apoftles  are  compof- 
ed.  It  abounds  with  many 
fooliih  and  filly  contradic- 
tions. For  he  fays,  that  the 
Godofthejewsywhofe  Mini^ 
fler  Simon  Maguf  was^  was  a 
bad  Gody  and  that  Chriji  was 
a  different  God  from  him^  and 
a  good  God:  And  theii  again 
perverting  and  confounding 
every  thing,  he  calls  the  Fa^ 
ther  and  the 'Son  one  and  the 
fame:    But    he    adds,    that 

4 


xa» 


f  4^  PhtiuPs  J«9wtt  9fthm. 

d\X»  Sc^xi'  xal  TToXXa  iroX- 


PART  tU 


CbriJI  was  mt  really  a  man^ 
tut  cftly  afpisred  to  bifo^  and 
that  be  appeared  9fien  in  va* 
rieus  Jbapes  t9  bis  Difcipksy 
fometimes  as  a  young  man^ 
fometimes  again  as  an  old  man^ 
andfonutimes  as  a  child  •,  fme- 
times  larger^  fometimes  lep\ 


^o*»,  x«l  ixdrrovct^  xcu  fj-    fometimes  fo  tall,  as  tbat  his 
yirov,  «V  T£  w  x(?f  u^\  All-     *^^^  ^^^^  reach  up  to  the 


%Hy,  c<r9'    ore  pcp^^tc  s^^vs. 


heavens.  Befides^be  has  in« 
vented  many  idle  and  ridicu- 
lous ftories  about  theorems; 
and  that  CbriJI  was  not  cruet' 
fied  bimfe^^  but  another  in  his 


roiVfce^fivMj  a'xx*  f  Tf f  ov  dvt    fiead^  for  which  be  bttghed  at 
«6VT?,  xttl  xxrxyiXSv  Aa  rS*     ^be  crucifiers*     He  denies  the 


VO[j.ifA'd;  cI^bteTj  xa\  -moitroLy 
yivno-iu  woyy\^ciy  rt  x»i  ri 
yroyti^i  Xiya^  x«)  vXi^y  tm 
fmfA09icv  »hkoy  ixXififH' .  vex* 
f&}v  ^e  m^if^iruv  x»l  jSouy  xai 
xrtivwy  Tsw^ctXdytiirdcraf  xeti 
fjLBtf^ytiaiSeii  rs^»rt\)£r»i  etvot'^ 
ras0'B(.  oaxii  01  x«»  x«r  itxo- 


•M  * 


i^uv  roif  eixovo/(A«;^oiC  ly  roLi% 
*I««yvs  w^dj^to'i  ioyfAxril^etM' 
Kou  dirXZ^  aSrn  n  |3/Sxo^  javi' 

*  Dr.  Mill  fuppofes  a  fragment 
of  thefeA^ls  extant  inamanuicript 
In  the  Badlmn,  Cod.  Barocc .  a.  x  lo« 
f<^.  X I X .  For  in  that*  Chrift  is  faid 
ipmetime$  to  have  appeared  in  the 
form  of  a  boy. 

h  This  paffage  in^Unes  me  tocpn« 
jpSiurCi  that  tbc&  hpoks  were  inter- 


ufe  of  lawful  marriages^  end 
makes  all  generation  to  be  evil, 
and  from  the  Devil,  Hefup* 
pofes  another  Creator  of  the 
Devils.  He  held  a  meft  pro* 
digiouflyahfurdfirt  rfrefurreC' 
tion,  both  of  men  andoxen^  end 
all  catfle.  He  ieems  alfo  in 
the  Ms  of  John  with  the 
(Iconomacbi)  enemies  of  ima- 
ges, to  difpute  againft  theufe 
of  them\  In  a  word,  diat 
book  contain^  ten  tbovfand 


polated,  feeing  in  the  time  of  Leu- 
cius,  the  controreWy  about  image* 
was  unknown>  it  not  ariiing  until 
the  eighth  century.  But  perhaps 
>Photiu89  living  in  the  time  when  this 
difpute  was  hot,  might  imagine  more 
than  Leucius  intended.  HeonlyfaySi 


{(« 
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pi«  wetittt^idh  %oudit'A»v%     ditldiih,  incredible,  ifl^rign*. 


x»»  otiTiC?  xai  a&d'£«  '&rigi£p^f<. 
vny^y    x»»    jxori^a^  xx    Wf 


ingy  lying)  fodiib»  contradic- 
tioDS,  prD&Ae  and  impious 
ftories ;  fo  that  one  may  not 
unjuftiy  fay,  he  was  the  fourcc 
and  author  of  every  hereiy. 


Befides  the  above-cited  places  of  the  Fathers,  where  thefe 
A<^s  are  eacprefsly  mentioned,  they  feem  to  be  referred  to  in  that 
paflage  of  £pi|dianius  above  produced.  Numb.  XXV.  where 
ipeaktng  of  the  Ebionites,  be  lays,  among  other  Apojiks*  names 
they  counterfeited  the  names  rf Matthew^  James^  and  alfo  John  \ 
as  alio  in  that  of  St.  Auftin  in  his  dilute  againft  the  anony- 
mous author  (whether  Marcionite  or  Manichee,  or  both,  is  not 
certain)  vdx>m  he  calls,  the  enemy  of  the  Law  and  the  Pr^ 
pbets  :  In  that  book^  againft  which  he  writes,  he  lays,  the  aa« 
thor» 


•       .^^ 


De  Apocryphis  pofuit  tefti- 
monia,  qu«  fub  nominibus 
Apoftolorum  Andreae  Joan- 
niique  con&ripta  funt}  quae 
fi  illorum  efient,  recepta  eC- 
ient  ab  ecclelia,  quae  ab  illo-* 
rum  temporibus  per  Epilcopo- 
ram  fucceffiones  cdrtiffimas, 
uique  ad  noftra  &  deinceps 
tempora  perfeverat. 


M;ide  citations  out  of  the  A- 
pocryphal  books  under  the 
names  of  die  Apoftles  An* 
drew  and  Jdin  ;  which,  if 
they  were  r«Jly  theirs,  would 
have  been  received  by  the 
Church,  which  has  continued 
under  an  uninterrupted  fuc« 
ceffion  of  Bifliops,  from  tbetr 
time  to  ours,  ^c.  > 


There  can  fcarce  be  any  reafon  to  doubt,  bat  thefe  were  th6 
£une  A£ls  which  wbre  compofed  by  Leucius,  if  we  confider 
u4iat  is  above  iaid,  as  alio  that  they  are  the  £une  mentioned  ia 
the  Decree  of  Pope  Innocent  L  ^ 


*  Contr.  Adverf.  Leg.  ic  Profii. 
lib*  s.  cap.  10.  T.  0pp.  6. 


*  Epift.  ad&aper.  3.  c.  7. 

Caetera 


Z^p  Leueius  and  Liomdis  tbtfame.  fart  m 

Caetera  autem^  quae  Tub  no«  But  the  edier  books  under  die 

mine  Petri  &  Joannis,  quae  a  name   of   Peter  and   John, 

quodam  Leucio  icripta  funt,  which  were  written  by  one 

vel  Cub  nomine  Andreae,  quae  Leueius,  or  under  the  name 

a  Nexocharide    &    Leonide  of  Andrew,  which  were  writ- 

philofo|rfiis ;   non  folum  re*p  ten  by  Nexocharides  and  Le- 

pudianda,  vcrum  etiam  noVe-  onides  philofophers;    know, 

ris  efTe  damnanda.  that  they  are  not  only  to  be 

rejected,  but  condemned. 

I  confefs,  in  this.  Decree  the  books  of  Andrew,  and  thofe  of 
Peter  and  John,  arc  made  different,  as  wrote  by  different  au- 
thors, viz.  the  latter  by  Leueius,  and  the  former  by  Leonides 
and  NexQcharides:  but  nothing  is  more  probable  than  the  con- 
jeflure  of  Mr.  Fabritius,  that  Innocent  was  mlftaken  in  theft 
namesy  end  that  the^  were  no  other  than  the  name  of  Leueius  Cba* 
rlnus  corruptly  written.  It  feems  to  me  to  be  accounted  for, 
by  coniidering  the  contraided  way  of  writing  formerly,  which 
has  produced  an  infinite  variety  of  fuch  miilakes  by  ignorant 
and  carelefs  fcribes,  efpecially  in  proper  names :  for  the  name 
Leueius  being  contra£bdly  written  thus  L.  or  Lii4.  by  one 
fcribc,  might  by  another  fcribe  be  read,  and  accordingly  writ- 
ten in  his  copy,  Leonides,  by  the  eafy  miftake  of  the  letter  u 
for  the  letter  »,  which  are  much  alike  in  many  writings* 
This  we  are  fure  was  the  cafe,  in  refped  of  the  name  Leon- 
tius,  which  was  another  name  for  Leueius  in  jbme  copies,  as 
I  have  above  obferved.  As  to  the  name  Nexocharis,  or,  which 
is  the  better  reading,  Xenocharis,  I  am  inclined  to  think,  that 
it  was  by  fome  blundering  fcribe  formed  from,  or  written  for, 
Charinus,  the  fumame  of  Leueius,  in  the  following  manner. 
Before  the  name  Charinus,  contra£tedIy  written  in  fome 
Oreek  book  thus  xHu  happened  to  be  the  appellative  v^brd 
i|irec  (perhaps  to  denote  his  ftrange  doSrines,  it  being  com^ 
monly  ufed  by  the  Fathers  in  that  ienfe)  or  |^i»^ ;  now  an  ig- 
norant fcribe,  not  knowing  the  true  name. of  the  perfon  there 
fpoken  of,  might  very  probably  join  the  words  J/w?  and  yjf^ 
together,  and  fo  form  the  name  Sm^^^^  Xenocharis,  which 

muft 


*-. 
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muft  afterwards  be  recehred  as  a  true  name.  This  feems  to 
me  the  more  probable,  bccaufe» 

I.  I  do  not  remember  ever»  befides  here,  to  have  feen  this 
name. 

a.  Becaufe  it  is  certain,  that  in  the  antient  way  of  writing 
(as  is  evident  by  manufcripts  extant)  then  was  no  diftin^ion 
4rfpa€0  between  one  word  and  another ^  but  the  whole  line  was 
written  as  one  continued  word. 

3.  The  word  |iM«  was  very  commonly  prefixed  to  meifs  namesi 
hence  we  read  of  feveral  called  Xenophon,  as  thofe  two  who 
were  the  famous  difciples  of  Socrates  at  Adiens;  Xenocrates, 
a  philoibpher  of  Chalcedonia,  and  two  more  remarkable  philo- 
fophers  of  that  name;  fo  alfo  Xenodochus,  Xenodorus,  Xe«- 
nodotusy  Xenophanes,  Xenophates,  Xenophilus,  &c.  vid.  Suid. 
The  word  {<W  being  fo  frequently  prefixed,  the  miftake  vtras 
fo  much  the  more'eafy. 

4.  Such  miftakes  are  very  common,  elpecially  in  the  pro- 
per names  of  perfons  and  places. 


CHAP.    XXII. 


The  falfe  GoJ^els  of  Lucianus^  a  famous  Critick  and  Martyr 

.,   under  Dioclefian'f  who  puhlijhed  an  Edition  of  the  Septua^ 

gint:  a  different  Perfonfrom  Lueanus^  the  Difciple  of  Mar^ 

cion.    A  Corre£fion  of  a  Place  in  Epiphanius*    Tie  Comment 

.    taries  under  the  Name  ofOrigen^  upon  Job^  proved  not  to 

belong  to  that  Father, 

Numb.  XXXIV.    The  falfe  GOSPELS   of 

LUCIANUS. 

TO  thefe  I  have,  for  method  (ake,  given  a  diftind  title, 
though  they  appear  to  have  been  onlyfome  corrupted  inter^ 
polated  copies  of  our  prefent  Gofpels*  They  are  only  mentioned 
by  Jerome  and  Gelafius  together  with  the  falfe  Gofpels  of 
Hefychius.     The  places  are  prqduced  above.   Chap.  XIX. 

Numb. 


25%  Lucianus  and  Lucanus  two  Pirfons.  .      fait  i% 

Numb.  XXni.  to  which,  and  what  is  there  (aid,  diere  feomf 
nothing  neceflary  here  to  be  added,  but  fome  £hort  account  of 
Ludanus,  their  author.  He  was  undoubtedly  that  eminent 
critick,  whofe  labours  in  correcting  the  corrupt  copies  of  the 
Septuagint  Verfion  have  made  hiipi  famous.  He  was  a  pref- 
byter  of  Antioch,and  fufflsred  martyrdom  under  Diodefian  and 
Maximian,  viz.  about  the  year  of  Chrtft  296*  He  was  foie* 
markable  in  his  ftudy  of  the  Scriptures,  that  the  copies  were 
x:aUed  by  his  name  \  and  his  edition  of  the  LXX^  was  die 
tmly  one  received  in  all  the  Eaftem  ^art  of  the  worlds  except 
that  which  Hefychius  publiibed  in  Egypt,  and  Eufebius  an4 
Pamphilus  pubtiflied  firom  Origen  *•  That  this  was  the  iame 
Lucianus  with,  him  who  interpolated  the  Gofpels,  is  evident 
from  khe  exprefs  teftimoi^  of  Jerome  \  who  iays  the  fami 
H^fycbitts  and  Lweianut  xven  gm^hjed  in  altering  tbi  LXX* 
Verfion^  and  the  Copies  of  the  New  Ttjiament*  Hence  it  if 
jrfatn,  that  Dr.MiQ^  is  egr^;iouily  miflb^cen,  in  fuppoGng  ibis 
Lucianus  to  have  been  the  farm  ferfm  ^.Mard^n*s  difiipk  e^nd 
follower^  mentioned  by  Tertullian^,  and  called  Lucanus  :  for  as 
it  is  certain,  that  Marcion,  and  coniequendy  Lucanus,  lived 
early  in  the  fecond  century ;  fo  from  what  has  been  faid,  it  is 
no  lefs  certain  that  Lucianus  fufFered  m^artyrdom  in  the  very 
end  of  the  third.  It  may  not  therefore  be  improper  here  to 
obferve,  that  the  h^reticks  called  by  Epiphanius  ^  the  Lucian-f 
ifts,  and  placed  between  Marcion  and  Apelles,  called  fo  from 
Lucian  who  w^s  the  difciple  of  Marcion,  and  fellow-pupil  of 
Apelles,  were  either  fallely  fo  called  by  Epiphanius,  or  elfe 
our  printed  copies  of  that  author  are  corrupt,  and  we  ought  to 
read  A«xawrc»*  inftead  bf  Asxiairjrot,  i .  e.  Lucanifts  inftead  of 
Lucianifts,  as  proceeding  from  Lucanus,  as  he  is  called  by 
Tertullian  in  the  place  juft  now  cited,  and  alfo  by  Origen  in 
his  book  againft  Celfus  ^,  though  in  the  old  Latin  tranflation 
we  meet  with  Lucianus,  contrary  to  the  Greek.     I  have  no- 

*  This  account  I  collcded  from  «  Prolegom.  in  N.T.  %» z%%* 

J.\xkh.  Hift.  Eccl.  I.  9.  c.  6.    Je-  «*  Dc  Prilfcript.  adv.  Haeretlc. 

rome  Catal.  vir.  illullr.  in  Lucian*  c.  51. 

ii  Praefat.  in  Paralipom.  &  Suidas  '^  Haeref.  4.^,  44. 

In  Lucian.  '  Lib.  2.  p.  77. 

^  Prxfat.  in  Evang.  ad  Damas. 

thing 


tt 
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thing  more  to  add  here,  but  that  by  accident  I  obferved  apaf- 
fage  in  the  Commentary  under  the  name  of  Origen^  upon  the 
hook  ofjoby  where  mention  is  made  of  Lucianus^  with  a  very 
glorious  character  ^  \  but  inafmuch  as  it  is  moft  undeniable 
that  Origen  died  long  before  the  time  of  Luclanus,  viz.  in 
the  year  of  Chrift  253,  under  the  Emperors  Gallus  and  Volufu 
anus  ^,  there  is  no  queftion  to  be  made,  but  thofe  books  upon 
Job  were  wrote  by  fome  perfon  long  after  Origen's  time. 


CHAP.    XXIII. 

B^^ks  under  the  Name  of  Matthew,  The  Gojpel  of  Matthias. 
The  Traditions  ^f  Matthias.  All  its  Fragments  produced. 
There  never  was  any  Book  under  this  Title.  The  Sentiments 
of  late  Writers  concerning  thefe  Traditions,  Some  Books 
^rfcribed  to  Matthias.    The  ASis  of  the  Manichees. 

U. 

Numb.  XXXV.    BOOKS  under  the  Name  of  St. 

MATTHEW.  * 

EPIPHANIUS,  concerning  the  Ebionites,  fays,  they 
forged  feveral  books  under  the  Apoftles'  names,  and 
particularly  under  St.  Matthew's.  The  paflage  is  produced 
above.  Chap.  XX.  Numb.  XXV.  There  being  nothing 
more  (aid  by  Epiphanius  of  thefe  books,  nor  indeed  by  him  or 
any  other  author,  of  any  fpurlous  books  under  this  Apoflle's 
name,  befides  the  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes^  I  have  no  more  to 
(ay  concerning  thefe  books,  than  that,  as  they  are  reje£ted  by 
this  Father  as  fpurious,  fo  for  that  reafon  they  are  Apocrjrphal, 
as  alfo  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  VI,  and  perhaps  what  he  here  means 
vn&m  other  than  the  Hebrew  Gofpel  of  the  Ebionites^  or  Naza-^. 
renes. 

•  Opp.Lat.  T.  i.  fol.  17,  *  CataL  vir.  illuftr.  ia  Origen. 

Numb. 
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Numb.  XXXVI.    The  GOSPEL  of  MATTHIAS. 

ALTHOUGH  dierc  be  not  any  remains  of  this  Gof- 
pel  now  extant,  yet  it  is  taken  notice  of  by  feveral  of 
the  moil:  celebrated  writers  among  the  antients,  viz.  Origen, 
Eufebius,  Ambrofe  and  Jerome,  as  alfo  in  fome  copies  of 
Pope  Gelafius's  Decree. 

Origen  mentions  it  among  many  other  fpurious  pieces  thus '; 

Ecclefia  quatuor  habet  Evan-  The  Church  receives  only 
gelia,  hserefes  plurima*  Scio  four  Gofpels,  the  hereticks 
Evangelium  quod  appellatur  many.  I  know  one,  which  is 
"— — juxta  Matthiam,  &c.  called  the  Go/pel  according  to 

Matthias^  [See  the  paflage 
at  large  above,  Chap.  VII. 
Numb,  v.] 

Eufebius  ranks  it  among  the  books  puhlijhed  by  the  here^ 
ticisy  not  received  nor  cited  by  any  Ecclejiaflical  writer^  but  a 
mere  forgery^  to  be  rejected  as  impious  and  abfurd*  [See  the 
place  produced  at  large  above,Chap.XX[.  Numb.  XXXIII.] 

• 

Ambrofe  in  like. manner  places  it  among  thofe  fpurious  hooks 
which  the  Church  rejected  as  fuch.  [See  the  paflage  at  large 
above,  Chap.  VII.  Numb.  V.] 

Jerome  places  it  among  the  books  which  gave  birth  to  the 
herejies  which  troubled  the  Churchy  and  which  were  wrote  with* 
out  thefpirit  and  grace  of  God,  [See  the  place  above  produced, 
Chap.  VIL  Numb.  IV.] 

Laftly,  in  fome  copies  of  the  Decree  of  Pope  Gelafius,  we 
read 

Evangelium  nomine  Matthias  The  Gofpel  under  the  name 
Apocryphum.  of  Matthias*  is  Apocryphal. 

'  Homil.  in  Laic.  i.  in  inlt.  .    - 

From 
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From  all  this  it  is  eafy  to  fee,  what  judgment  we  are  to 
form  of  this  book,  and  to  conclude  it  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  IV, 
V,  and  VI.  The  learned  Dr.  Grabe%  and  after  him  Dr. 
MiH  •>,  fuppofe  this  Gofpel  to  have  been  the  fame  with  the  tra- 
ditions of  Matthias,  but  with  very  little  reafon,  as  I  (ball  (hew 
prefently  in  difcuiling  that  book. 


Numb.  XXXVIL     The   TRADITIONS    of 

MATTHIAS. 

THESE  are  only  mentioned  by  Clemens  Alexandrinus, 
in  whofe  Stromata  there  are  fome  fragments  of  them 
|-emaining,  which  the  hereticks  made  ufe  of.  They  are  col- 
leAed  by  Dr.  Grabe,  and  ihall  be  here  produced,  with  the  ad- 
dition of  two  or  three  more  places,  where  thefe  traditions  are 
referred  to. ' 

The  firft  is  as  follows «. 

Kai  MarS-i'^f  ly  tolT;  vtocoa*     So  Matthias  advifes  in  his 


uir«Ti9'f]ixfvoj. 


Traditions^  (&ying)  Admire 
the  things  that  are  prefent^ 
making  this  to  be  the  firfl 
ftep  towards  increafe  of  know- 
ledge. 


The  fecond  is  ** ; 


toy   McirS'tav  krtaq    Siiol^oci, 
y  vac  tug. 


The  Nicolaltans  accordingly 
fay,  that  Matthias  taught  the 
following  doiirine,  viz.  That 
we  are  to  oppofe  the  fiejh^  and 
fo  to  ufe  it  J  as  not  to  gratify  it 
in  any  excefjive  pleafureSy  but 
to  enlarge  the  foul  with  faith 
and  knowledge. 


*•  SpicUeg.  Patr.   SecuL  s.   p. 
•  Proltrgom.  in  N.  T»  §.  33fi 


'  Lib.  2.  p.  380. 
^  Lib.  3.  p.  4.36. 


4 
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Fragmtnis  vfiU 


YA^T lU 


The  thirl  is  >; 

Zxxy^oiiQy  Tolyjy,  ol  <?£  MixIBtay     Therefore  when    Zacchcus, 


ti  nifo^  ri  £(ruxof avTii<r»)  ri- 


others  (ay  it  was  Matthias, 
a  chief  publican,  heard  our 
Lord  fay,  JT>at  be  was  worthy 
fir  bim  to  abide  withy  he  laid, 
Behold  I  give  half  of  my  goods 
to  the  poor^  and  tf  I  bavo 
wronged  any  one^  I  reftare  t^ 
himfiur^fiUL 


The  fourdi  is^^ 
AiyMO-t  SI  ip  raTg  vafotSossa-i     Bat  they  lay  among  the  Tra^ 


diticnsy  that  MatAias  the  A- 
poftle  among  other  things 
laid.  That  if  the  neighbour  of  a 
beKever  fall  into  fin^  the  he^ 
liever  himfelf  is  guilty  of  it ; 
for  if  bis  conduSi  bad  been 
agreeable  to  reafony  (or  the 
word)  bis  neighbour  would 
have  regarded  his  lifefo  muchj 
as  not  to  have  fallen  into  the  Jin. 

The  laft  is  *= ; 
Twir  S"  al^iiFtm  ccl  fxh  aVo     Of  the  herefies  fome  are  call- 


'Mxri'ixy  riy  *Ato^oXov  ztoco 

yuruv  aiAa^mcn^  fiiMX^ny  0 
Ej^fKTo;'   H  ya^  HTug  Ixvro}^ 

xaTYi^cdif  a»  aiJrS  rov  ^iov 
xxi  i  yuruv^  iU  to  ^1^  dfAxo^ 


i  diro  OvxXtifrtvBy  kx\  Mxo-^ 
Xiuvo^y  KXi  Bx^^hitiiSy  XXV  riiv 

ii]^xy,  [A,ta  yxf  i^  irxyl<ay  yifoyi 
Twv  ^AvoriXuif  ucve^  Mxffxx" 
?ua,  tfTu;  ii  xxl  si  wotfxioffks* 


ed  by  the  name  of  their  au^ 
thor,  as  that  of  Valendnus^ 
and  Marcioa,  and  Balilides, 
though  indeed  they  boaft  of 
the  opinions  of  MattbiaSy  viz. 
as  favouring  theirs.  But  as 
there  was  but  one  dodrine 
delivered  by  the  Apoftles,  fo 
there  can  be  but  one  (true) 
Tradittbru 


*  Lib.  4.  p.  4tS. 

^  Strom,  lib.  7.  p.  74!. 


^  Eodem  Lib.  p.  765. 


Tbefe 
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Thefe  are  all  the  acGooafs  we  have  of  tbefe  Tradidons  of 
Matthfaa,  concerning  wbicll  I  will  endeavour  to  prove  two 
tbing9)  vi2. 

» 

I.  Hat  they  were  not  really  any  book^  or  written  coUe£lion<f 
but  onfyfome  oral  Traditions* 

II.  That  if  there  was  any  fuch  hook^  eniitled  the  Traditions 
of  Matthias,  it  was  certainly  Apocryphal. 

I.  That  thefe  Traditions  of  Matthias  were  not  really  any 
ioofy  or  written  colleSHony  but  mere  oral  Traditions.  To 
evince  this,  I  obferve, 

I.  That)  befides  Clemens  AlexSandrinus  in  the  places  cited, 
no  writer  of  the  four  firfi  centuries^  nor  indeed  any  other  antient 
writer  J  has  fa  much  as  mentioned  the  name  of  thefe  Traditions  of 
Matthias.  This  one  Can  fcareely  imagine,  if  ever  fuch  a 
bookweise  really  extant ;  for  then  it  could  not  but  have  been 
frequently  appealed  to  by  the  Vakntinians,  Marcionites,  and 
Bafilides;  ami  confequendy  muft  have  been  mendoned  by 
Irenieud,  TertuUian,  or  £pi{Aanius,  in  dneir  difputes  again^ 

thofe  hereticksv 

* 

a.  This  feems  tiearfy  deduciHe  from  the  p^Jfages  themfehes 
in  Clemens  Alexandrinus ;  in  no  one  of  which  he  ufes  either 
the  word  BXko^,  yiy^aiBat^  or  any  word  of  that  fort,  which  will 
imply  any  thing  to  have  been  written ;  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
ill  each  of  tbcfe  places  introduces  his  account  with  a  plain  in- 
timation, that  he  looked  upon  them  only  as  ofal  tradidons. 
^P*g^748»  Aiyiwf  ^  IK  Taff  «r«p«^<r«ri,  1.  c.  They  fay  among 
the  Traditions^  i.  e*  It  is  a  common  Trirfition,  or  commonly 
£dd,  that  Matthias  taught^  Ifc.  And  for  this  xronftrudion  I 
hitve  the  eiHintenanc-e  of  the  Latin  tranfiator,  who  renders 
ClerD^Sthus,  Dicunt  autemin  Traditionibus^  inferting  a  com- 
ma ^er  ike  word  Traditionibusj  to  eyiden^  diat  Clemens 
did.not  tbere  ipeak  of  any  written  book.     So  lik^wlfe  in  that 

place,    page  436,  Aiyk<rt  y  otfy  tCf  roy  Mftr^Mtv  Srui  h^aiiat,  SCC. 

Hey^  i.  e.  the  Nicolaitans^  fay^  that  Matthias  taught  fo^  isfc. 

Where,  as  there  is  ho  mention  of  any  written  book  of  Mat^ 

Vol.  I.  S  thias. 


^ 
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thtas,  fo  there  is  a  plain  intimation,  that  this  faying  attributed 
to  him  by  the  Nicolaitans  was  a  current  Tradition  among; 
them,  as  from  him,  in  order  to  fupport  their  abominable  doc- 
trine of  the  communion  of  women.  Once  more  page  765, 
where  he  (ays,  feveral  hereticks,  rtiv  Mar$i»  avx*>(T^  ^o^ap,  boaftei 
of  the  opinions  of  Matthias^  as  being  agreeable  totheirs,  he 
manifeftly  (hews,  they  were  only  fome  traditionary  and  fpu- 
rious  opinions  of  that  Apoftle  ;  for  elfe  I  know  not  how  to 
underftand  that  oppoiition  he  makes  between  Ai^aa-Koxla  and 

ir«p^o<rK;  the  words  are  (aU  i  'woiilut  yiyovt  ru9  ^AvoToha>9  uavn^ 

Si^acrxecXiet,  ovruq  ^  kcu  n  vet^aihaK,  1*  c*  The  doSfrine  of'the  Apof^ 
ties  in  their  writings  cannot  be  different  from^  or  contrary  to^ 
any  traditionary  doSfrines  pretending  to  be  theirs  \  in  which 
there  is  implied  a  good  argument  againft  thofe  hereticks;  viz. 
That  their  principles  muft  be  erroneous,  becaufe  they  were 
only  fupported  by  fome  traditionary  dodlrines,  which,  being 
contrary  to  thofe  which  were  written,  muft  of  neceffity  be 
falfe,  unlefs  the  Apoftle^.can  be  fuppofed  to  have  preached 
one  thing,  and  wrote  another  quite  contrary. 

3.  It  is  a  thing  very  notorious  in  Chriftian  antiquity,  that 
Ae  hereticks,  not  bei;ig  able  to  maintain  their  perverfe  tenets 
by  the  written  Scriptures,  nor  to  anfwer  the  arguments 
brought  againft  them  from  them,  continually  applied  not  only 
to  Apocryphal  forgeries,  but  unwritten  Traditions.  By  this 
means  the  unhappy  Jews  were  deluded  into  the  moft  fatal  er- 
rors * :  thus  the  Chriftians  were  deceived  into  a  belief  of  the 
neceiEty  of  Judaifm,  as  we  read  in  the  Synodical  EpifUe  from 
Jerufalem" :  thus  the  doftrine  of  the  Millennium  firft  gained 
its  reputation  from  the  credulous  Papias,  who  was  fo  fond  of 
Tradition  ^ :  thus,  in  a  word,  a  thoufand  ridiculous  fables  have 
received  credit  in  the  Church,  and  even  fiill  are  made  ufe  of 
in  the  Church  of  Rome  to  maintain  the  abfurdeft  doctrines  of 
it,  as  may  be  feen  in  almoft  «very  writer  againft  Popery. 
"^  From  all  which,  with  what  is  faid  above,  it  appears  more  pro- 
bable, that  thefe  were  fome  unwritten  Traditions,  than  any  . 
written  book  of  Matthias: 

*  Mar.  vii.  7.         *  Aft.  xy.  24.         '  Eufcb.  Hilt.  Eccl.  1.  3.  c.  39. 

To 
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To  this  opinion  I  know  nothing  that  can,  with  any  reafon, 
be  objefted  j  though  I  am  fenfible,  thefe  Traditions  have  hi- 
therto been  al\^ays  efleemed  as  a  written  book  by  thofc  who 
have  taken  any  notice  of  it,  as  Sixtus  Senenfis^  Dr.  Grabe  \ 
Mr.Toland  %  Mr.  Fabritius  ^  Dr.  Mill  %  and  Mr.  V/hiftoh^ 
&c.  But  I  hope  what  I  have  urged  is  fufHwjent  to  prove  the 
miftake.  Dr.  Grabe,  Dr.  Mill,  and  Mr.  Whifton,  have  pro- 
poied  their  conjeftures  concerning  it,  which  I  (hall  here  brief- 
ly examine. 

Dr.  Grabe  ^  fappofes  it  to  have  been  the  fame  book  with 
that  I  laft  treated  of,  intitled,  The  Go/pel  0/ Matthias.  His 
words  are. 


Inter  Evangelia  mala  hasreti- 
corum  fide  nominibus  Apof- 
toloruni  fuppofita,  Matthix 
quoque  adfcrtptum  aliquod 
memorat  Eufebius  Lib.  III. 
Hift.  Eccl.  c.  25.  Quod  idem 

kputo  effe  cum  Tra^a^oa-tch  Tra» 

ditiontbus  a  Clemente  Alexan- 
drino  memoratis ;  quia  Evan- 
gelia fcribebantur,  Ka$<vf  mw 


Among  the  falfe  Gofpels  im- 
pioufly  forged  under,  the  A- 
poftles  names  by  thehereticks, 
Eufebius  mentions  one  a/crib^ 
ed  to  Matthias  \  which  Ifup^' 
pofe  ta  be  the  fame  with  the 
wBi,^a^jn<:,  i.  e,  Traditions  men^ 
tioned  by  Clemens  Alexandri-^ 
nus ;  becaufe  the  Gofpels 
were  written  as  they  deliver- 
ed, who  were  from, the  begin- 
ning eye-witnefles,  and  mini-  ' 
fters  of  the  word. 


There  is  nothing  can  be  more  weak  than  this  argument, 
being  only  founded  upon  a  word,  which  may  be  ufed  in  a  very 
large  fenfe.  It  needs  no  other  confutation  than  putting  it  in 
its  proper  light :  it  ftands  thus ;  the  accounts  of  our  Saviour's 
life  were  compofed  out  pf  the  Traditions  of  thofe  who  faw  his 
aftions  ;  therefore  the  Traditions  of  Matthias  were  an  account 
of  our  Saviour's  life,  or  a  Gofpel  j  i,  e.  Chrift's  life  was 

*  Biblioth.  San6l.  \',  a.  p.  83.  ad  p.  784,  &cl 

voc.  Matthias.  •  Prplegom.  in  N.nr.  Teftam.  §. 

^  Spicileg.   Patr.  Secul.  II.  p.  53>  &  337. 

*«7*  ^  EiTayonConlUtut.  p.  37. 

«  Amyntor  p.  30.  «  Loc.  cit, 

«  Cod.  Apqcr.  N.  Teftam.  t.  2. 

S  2  '  wrote 


26o  Not  mad^  kffi^^  ^A  J^uk^^s  Gaffai.       caet  xu 

wrote  by  Tra4itu)n,  therefore  there  were  no  other  Tra<K,tio»s. 
This  is  ludere  cum  voaibus.  But  befides^  as  Mr.  F^ritius 
well  obferves  ^,  the  cootents  of  thefe  Traditipas  were  ivjt 
like  the  contents  of  a  Goflpel,  which  aire  always  fome  fayiogs 
or  hiftories  of  Jefus  Chrift,  bu,t  the  fragments  of  thefe  Tr^ 
ditions  are  of  another  (ort,  as  is  evident^  by  the  napft  curfory 
view  of  them.     > 

Dr.  Mill  ^  follows  D.r.  Grabe,  and  fuppofe^  fertheF>  that  it 
was  one  of  thofe  books,  which  St.  Luke  had  ref{)ea  to  in  tb^ 
preface  of  his  Gofpel,  compofed  and.publilhed  in  the  follow- 
ing manner. 


Mihi  fane  videntur  vo^a^bVsu 
ift^g  ex  ore  MattJiiae  io  Judaea, 
pra^idicautis  initio  exceptae  fu- 
ifie  a.  Cbriftiano  quopiam,  & 
in  libellum  redadla^i  cui  ad 
major^m  traditionibus  iftis 
conciUandaqxaM<9;oi;itateai  hr 
poAoli  nomea  pi^asiixit  au(^or, 
quifq^uis  ilk  fuerit.  Cs^terma 
cumjibro  ifli)  perinde  ac  cae** 
tcris  h^r^ffwivi  inferta  ^ent^ 
ex  erroce  ^i^syijla^quaedatp.haud 
^o•^a^n,  qwaedam  item  doftri- 
n^e  ChrHlianas  mimis  coofpn^^ 
quibus,  incaute  animoque  non 
malo  fcriptis,  abufi  effent  Ba- 
filidiani,  Valentiniani,  aliique 
haereticij  ad  fiios  errores  fta- 
biliendos;  hinc  poft'  editio- 
nem  Canonicorum  Evangel i- 
orum  in  defuctudinem  abiit, 
alque  ettam  inter  libros  ha&- 
reticos  numeratus  eft. 


It  feems  to  me,  that  thefe 
Tr-qditims  of  Mutibw  utstee 
taiefifromhis^mQuthy  wh^n,hi. 
firjl  preached  bi  JudtMy  ^ 
fopu  Chrifiiamy  an4  farted 
inta  a  little  ho9k\  tp  pTiOcur^ 
the,  greaUr  ref^a,  to,  which 
Tr.adiiiffnsy  the  arabor^  VJ^e^ 
ver  he  was^, prefixed  tbg  n^mfi. 
ofthe,ApfiJlk*  But;a^iji^tbaf> 
as  well  as  Qther  accQunli5|^yi$p» 
of  Chrift,  througjb  the  n^'ftakf 
of  the  aut}ior»  f^VQC^.  tbiQg$ 
were  inferted,  neither  found, 
nor  agreeable  to  the  Chriftian 
doftrine,  which  diough  un- 
guardedly wrote,  and  without 
any  ill  intent,  the  Fafilidians, 
Valentinians,  and  other  here- 
ticks,  made  a  wrong  ufc  of, 
ta  eftablifh  their  errors.  It 
became  difufed  after  the  pub- 
lifliing  of  the  Canonical  Gof- 
pels,  and  was  reckoned  among 
the  heretical  books. 


■  Lib.  cit.  p.  784, 


Prolegom.  in  Nov.  Teft.  §.  53.- 


The 
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The  fame  learned  Dr.  in  anoAet  place  ^  iihagints  thi^s  hoi 
ofTradithns  to  have  ieen  interpolated  fy  Liuciusy  and  to  hate 
received  the  addition  of  many  trifling  afid  faffe  ftorits  frthn 
his  hand.  But  as  his  opinion  about  the  original  of  the  book 
is  not  only  propofed  without  any  attempt  to  mike  it  fo  mudi 
as  probaUe,  but  appears,  by  what  has  been  above  fiiid,  to 
be  fklie  and  groundlefs,  fo  alfo  is  his  account  of  th^  inter* 
polations  of  it,  as  I  Ihall  fhew  Numb.  XXXVIII. 

Mr.  Whifton*,  difcourfmg  about  Philo*s  Thetapeut*, 
whom  he  takes  for  Chriftians  in  Egypt  before  the  coming  of 
St.  Mark,  fuppofes  not  only  the  Go/pel  of  the  Egyptians j  btit 
alfo  the  Traditions  of  Matthias^  to  have  been  in  ufe  among 
them :  but  of  this  conje£hire  he  has  affigned  no  relifoh  ;  and 
therefore  I  think  it  fufficient  to  tny  defigh  only  to  inform  the  . 
reader  of  it. 

What  farther  remains  now  is  j 

IL  To  Ihew,  that  if  thefc  Traditions  wefe  really  a  book, ' 
they  were  Jpocryphal^  which  is  tnanifeft  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  tfid 
VI.  but  efpecially  by  Prop.  VIIL  as  it  comained  the  princi- 
ples of  idle  moft  impious  hereticks,  viz.  the  Nicdiatitans^  Car- 
^pocratians,  Valtndnians,  Marcionites,  Bafilidians.&c. 

Numb.  XXXVIII.    BOOKS  under  the  NAME  of 

MATTHIAS. 

IN  the  before-cited  Decree]of  Pope  Innocent  I.  according 
to  one  edition,  we  read  ^ ;  - 

Cxtera  quae  fub  nofnme  Mitt-  Other  boi^ks,  fuch  as  that  un^ 
thiae,  five  Jacobi  Minoris—  der  the  name  of  Matthias^  ov 
quae  a  quodattt  Leucio  fcripta  James  the  Lefs  —  which  were 
fiint-^non  folufn  repudianda,  written  by  ohe  Leucius— — ^ 
verum  noveris  elTe  damnanda.     know,  that  they  are  not  only 

to  be  reje£ted,  but  condemned^ 

•  Ibid.  §.  337.  c  Jpift.  3.adExupcr.  C.7. 

^  Effay  on  Conftitut.  p.  37, 

S  3  Dr. 


a62  The  Ails  of  the  Manichtes.  PART  u. 

Dr.  Mill  *,  as  I  juft  now  faid,  concludes  from  thefe  words  of 
Innocent,  that  thefe  were  the  Gofpel  or  Traditions  of  MatthiaSy 
quas  falfis  abfurdifque  narratiunculis  paHini  interfperfii  hie 
ipfe  impoftor  Leucius,  in  which  the  impoJior'Leucius  fatter ed 
up  and  down  fever al  falfe  and  abfurd  Jlories  \  on  the  account  of 
'which  Origeny  Eufebius^  and  Jerome  rejected  it.  But  in  this 
the  Do£lor  is  alfo  much  miftaken  ;  for  Leucius,  as  has  been 
proved,  did  not  live  till  the  latter  end  of  the  third  century  ^, 
and  confequently  Origen  could  no^  rcjedl  any  book  on  ac- 
count of  his  interpolations.  Befides,  the  words  of  Innocent 
are,  that  Leucius  wrote  a  book  under  the  name  of  Matthias^  and 
not  that  he  interpolated  one  already  written :  from  all  which 
it  is  evident,  he  fpeaks  of  fome  book  diftindfc  from  the  Gofpel 
of  Matthias,  which  Origen  rejecSbd,  and  fo  from  the  l>a- 
ditions  alfo,  which,  according  to  the  Doflor,  was  the  fame 
book  with  the  Gc  fpel.  If  I  were  to  conjecture  concerning 
the  books  under  the  name  of  Matthias  here  mentioned,  I 
Ihould  fay,  it  feems  probable,  they  were  fome  A£is  wrote  by 
Leuciusy  under  that  Apoftle^s  name^  for  thefe  two  reafons,  viz. 

I.  Becaufe  Leucius  wrote  the  ASis  of  many  other  Apoftles^  as 
may  be  above  feen,  Chap.  XXL  towards  the  beginning. 

2    Becaufe  in  fome  copies  of  the  Decreis  of  Pope  Gelafius  we 
find  mention  of  the  Apocryphal  Afts  under  the  iiamc  of  Mat- 
thias. 

Whatever  the  book  was,  it  was  certainly  fpurious  and  Apo- 
cryphal (as  Innocent  determines)  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  and  VI. 

Numb.  XXXIX.  The  ACTS  of  the  APOSTLES  made 

ufe  of  by  the  MANICHEES. 

SE  E  concerning  this  in  the  A£ls  of  Leucius  Charinus 
above  Chap.  XXL  where  I  have  nxade  it  evident,  thefe 
were  the  fame  with  tbofe  fpurious  A£ts  compofed  by  that  noto- 
rious impoftor. 


»■  Loc.  denuo cit.  t>  C.  ai. 


CHAP. 


CHAP.  XXIV.  The  Go/pel  of  Marcion.  2B3 


CHAP.     XXIV. 

Tloe  Go/pel  of  Marcion  no  other  than  a  Copy  of  St,  Luke*s  Gtf" 
pel  altered  and  interpolated  by  that  Heretick.     Tl^i  Gofpel  of 
Merinthus  the  fame  with  the  Gofpel  of  Cerinthus. 

Numb.XL.   The  GOSPEL  of  MARCION. 

IT  would  not  be  agreeable  to  that  impartiality,  which  I 
would  willingly  evidence  in  the  whole  of  this  work,  if  I 
{hould  omit  the  difcuffin^  any  one  book,  which  has  been  pre- 
tended to  be  facred,  and  received  as  fuch  in  the  firft  centuries 
after  Cbrift.  Such  the  Gofpel  of  Marcion  was,  though  really 
no  other  than  one  of  our  prefent  Gofpeh^xvretchedly  corrupted  and 
altered  by  thatftlly  heretick.  We  meet  with  very  frequent 
mention  of  this  work ;  I  (hall  only  produce  the  places  where  it 
is  called  the  Gofpel  of  Marcion,  and  of  thefe  I  find  only  two; 
one  of  Tertullian,  the  other  of  Epiphanius. 

Tertullian  mentions  it  thus  a» 

Contra  Marcion,  Cvangelio  On    the    contrary    Marcion 

icilicet  fuo,  nullum  adfcribit  prefixes  no  author's  name  to 

audorem,  quafi  non  licuerit  his  Gofpel^  as  if  he  might  not 

illi  titulum  quoque  afKngere,  as  jufliy  have  forged  a  title, 

cui  nefas  non  fuit  ipfum  cor-  as  have  corrupted  the  whole 

pus  evertere.  body  of  the  book. 

J  little  farther:^ 

Ego meum  dico verum, Mar-  I  fay  my   (Gofpel)  is  true; 

cion  fuum :   Ego  Marcionis  Marcion  fays,  that  his  is  fo  : 

^ffirmo  adulteratum,  Marcion  I  affirm,   Marcion's  is  cor- 

meum.  rupted^  he  fays  that  mine  is. 

Epiphanius  ^  calls  it  more  than  once  Evay/iAio»  to  wu^a  M»f- 
^»«m,  The  Gofpel  of  Marcion^ 

,     *  Adverf.  Marcion.  1. 4..  c.  2.  *  Hseref.  4^.  in  Proocm. 

*'  Lib.  cit.  c.  4. 

•       S  4  Now 


^64  Mirinihut  uni  Cerinihus  FAitT  li. 

Now  for  the  better  underftanding  of  this,  we  muft  obferve, 
that  Marcion  is  no  where  iaid  to  have  compofed  any  new  Gof- 
pel,  but  only  to  have  altered  and  changed  fome  other.  That 
which  he  changed  and  corrupted  was  $kf  Gofpel  of  St.  Luit. 
Of  thi$  we  have  very  large  accounts  from  tha  antients,  eQ>e* 
cially  Irenaeus,  TertuUian,  and  Spiphanius,  Hf  twk  away 
entirely  the  two  firji  chapters  of  Luke^  and  many  other  parts^ 
as  alfo  inferted  a  great  many  things  of  his  own,  all  which 
was  dedgned  for  the  propagating  his  filly  principles.  But 
this  matter  belonging  rather  to  the  hiftory  of  the  Text  than 
the  Canon,  I  fhall  here  wave  it;  only  obferve,  that  Epiph^ 
nius  hath  largely  collected  the  alterations  and  interpolations 
which  Marcion  made }  concerning  whom  and  this  work  of 
his  he  may  be  fufficiently  informed,  who  will  confult  the  fe- 
yeral  authors  referred  to  in  the  margin  '•  I  ihall  only  obferve 
farther,  that  any  thing  that  can  be  faid  in  favour  of  Marcion's 
copies  of  St.  Luke  above  our  prefent  copies,  as  far  as  they  af- 
k&.  the  Canonical  authority  of  that  Gofpel,  (hall  be  carefully 
difcuiTed  in  its  proper  place,  in  the  laft  part  of  this  work. 

Numb.  XLI.    The  GOSPEL  of  MERINTHUS. 

TH I S  is  mentioned  only  by  Epiphanius,  as  one  of  tbofc 
fpurioqs  Gofpcls,  which  he  fuppofes  were  written  in  the 
Apoftle^'  time,  and  referred  to  by  St.  Luke,  chap*  i*  I.  m  not 
being  a  true  ^nd  genuine  account  ^.    His  words  are, 

'E^«i JiiVff  TsroXAoi   fwf;^ttf  ?i-  St.  Luke,  in  the  beginning  of 

cotr  7ua,  rivx(:  [xh  iir»x«f»>-  ****  Gofpel  by  thefe  words, 

ri;   iii^n.  <pnu\  S\  t8\  Wi  fi^^fi^^^  ^'  ^^T  k^^  ^^^en 

ir'    Q.    '      ^  x>r'    0.  s  ^^  ^^"^  ^^-  ^^*  intimate, 

s\i  ^  there  had  been  many  vnder<v 

T»;  «AX«f.  t^tx^i  among  which  I  fay 

were  Cerinthus,  and  Merift- 
thus,  and  others. 

*  Iren.  adv.  Haeref.  1.  3,  c.  ix,  of  the  Canon,  vol.  a.  ch.  «.  §.  5. 

X2.  Tertull.  adv.  Marcion.  lib.  4.  Dr.  MilPs  Prokgom.  ia  Nov.Teft. 

c.  4.  &c.  Epiphan.  Haeref.  42.  Fa-  §.  306,  328. 
ther  Simon.  Crit.  Hift.  of  the  New  •»  H^cf.  51.  §.  7. 

Teft.  par.  x.  c.  12.  Du  Pin  Hiftory 

Itbink 


CHAF«  XXIV*  the  fame  Perjin*  26$ 

I  think  there  is  very  little  reafon  to  queftion,  but  this  Me- 
rinthus  was  the  very  lame  perfon  with  Cerinthus,  of  whom 
and  whofe  Gofpel  I  have  above  fpoken.  Chap.  XII  Numb.  X. 
for  though  Epiphanius  feems  in  this  place,  and  in  a  few  lines 
before  it,  to  make  them  two  different  perfons,  yet  in  the  herefy 
of  the  Cerinthians »  he  profefles  himfeif  uncertain,  whether  they 
were  not  really  the  fame  perfon.  The  Cennthians^  fays  he,  are 
called  alfo  Aferinthiansy  as  we  fee  by  the  accounts  we  now  have  ; 
but  whether  this  Cerinthus  was  alfo  called  Merinthus^  we  can^^ 
not  certainly  determine ;  or  whether  there  was  fome  other  perfon 
called  Merinthus^  a  fellow'labourer  of  hisy  God  inows,  Mr. 
Fabritius  fi^ppofes  they  were  the  fame,  and  that  the  name  Ce« 
rinthus  was  changed  into  Merimhus  by  way  of  banter  or  re* 
proach,  the  word  fignifying  a  fnare.  And  of  fuch  changes  he 
gives  feveral  inftances,  as  Eudoxius  called  Adoxius,  Photius 
and  Photinus  called  Scotinus,  V igilantius  called  Dormitan-^ 
tius,  Fauftus  Socinus  called  In&uftus,  &c»  But  I  think  it 
much  more  probable  that  this  diverfity  of  name  arofe  rather 
from  the  hull  of  fome  fcribe,  who  read  in  his  copy  M)9pi»0o$  for 
nifif&o^,  i,  e.  an  M.  for  a  C*  which  letters  in  the  old  way  of 
writing  Greek  were  not  fo  much  unlike,  but  that  a  fcribe  may 
be  fuppofed  to  miftake  them* 

I  need  not  therefore  fay  any  thing  more  concerning  this 
book,  than  wh^t  is  faid  above,  Chap.  XII. 


•  Hsref.  iS»  V  9. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP.    XXV. 

The  Go/pel  of  the  Nazarenes  or  Hebrews  \  the  moji  famous  of 
all  the  antient  Gofpels :  Referred  to  by  St.  Pauly  and  many 
of  the  primitive  Writers  of  Chrijlianity.  All  the  Places  where 
it  is  mentioned^  and  all  the  remaining  Fragments  ffit  pro^ 
duced  at  large.  Several  Hi/lories  concerning  Chrifly  and 
Sayings  of  Chrijf^  among  thefe  Fragments, 

N. 

Numb.  XLII.    The  GOSPEL  according  to  the  NAZA- 

RENES  or  HEBREWS. 

OF  all  the  various  books  of  the  catalogue  in  the  firft  part, 
there  is  none  which  has  been  fo  much  treated  of,  either 
by  the  antients  or  moderns,  a^  this  has.  Many  have  wrote 
concerning  it;  and  many  not  only  of  the  Romifh,  but  Proteft- 
ant  writers,  have  exalted  it  to  a  degree  of  authority  very  near 
equal,  I  had  almoft  faid  fuperi'or  to  fome,  or  even  any,  of  the 
Canonical  books  of  the  New  Teftament,  now  received.  The 
difcufiing  this,  therefore,  is  not  only  of  the  greatcft  neceffity, 
but  requires  the  greateft  diligence  and  exaftnefs.  I  {hall  at- 
tempt it  with  all  the  brevity  and  clearnefs  I  can,  in  the  follow- 
ing method. 

I.  I  (hall  produce  all  that  is  faid  of  it  by,  and  all  that  re- 
mains of  it  in,  any  writer  of  the  four  firft  centuries. 

II.  I  will  give  as  fuccin£l  account  as  I  can  ofthe  opinions 
of  later  writers  concerning  it. 

III.  Prove  that  it  was  not  received  by  any  primitive  writers 
ofthe  Church,  as  Canonical. 

IV.  That  it  was  really  a  fpurious  impious  forgery,  and  fo 
Apocryphal. 

V.  Give  fome  account  of  its  nature,  defign,  and  authors. 

N.  B.  Firft,  I  have  above  proved  the  Gofpel  according  to 

the  Twelve  JpfjJiUs^  the  Gofpel  of  Bartholomew,  and 

i  ^  .that 


CHAP*  XXV.  ^  Mentioned  by  St.  Paul.  267 

that  of  Cerinthus,  to  be  the  fame  with  the  Gofpel  of  the 
Naz'arenes;  and  therefore  fhall  not  need  here  to  pro- 
duce the  teftimonies  of  the  aiitients  concerning  them, 
but  muft  defire  the  reader  to  look  back  on  Chap.  VII. 
Numb,  V.  Chap-  X.  Numb.  VIII.  and  Chap.  XII. 
Numb.  X. 

N.  B.  Secondly,  the  Gofpel  of  the  Ebionites,  and  that  ac- 
cording to  the  Hebrews,  appear  fo  evidently  to  have  been 
in  the  greateft  part  the  fame  with  this  Nazarene  GofpeT, 
that  as  1  have  omitted  faying  any  thing  of  them  in  their 
proper  places,  in  the  Alphabet,  fo  I  fhall  here  produce 
what  is  faid  concerning  them,  promifcuoufly  with  that 
which  is  faid  of  the  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes. 

'      This  premifed,  according  to  my  method,  I  (hall 

I.  Endeavour  to  produce  all  that  is  faid  of  it  by^  and  all  that 
remains  of  it  in^  any  writer  of  the  four  firjl  centuries. 

I.  St,  Paul,  Gal.  i.  6. 

0au/(*a^M  oTi  iVw  rx'/ioi^  jtAH-  I  marvel  that  ye  are  fo  foon 

rxri^ttrbi  diro  tS  jtaXcVavIo?  removed  from  him,  that  called 

'   •*-  2  -.   '-f.  Y^.^«    ..'>.  ;'^.  you  into  the  Grace  of  L  hrift* 

_  ,  r  /,        .\  »   .^      V, ,  .  unto  another  Gofpel :   which 

*,,',,         ,  ,  is  not  another  ;  but  there  be 

<royT£?  u>«?,  x«l  SriXovrtq  ^f-  ^^^^^  pervert  the  Gofpel  of 

rarffixpai   TO   ECuyyiXiov   tS  Chrift.     But  though  we,  or 

Xfiig-^.    'AXXfl6  xal  idv  n'/u^af ,  an  Angel  from  heaven,  preach 

ri  ''AyyiXoq  ig  «f  av?,  rJayyf-  any  other  Gofpel   uhto  you, 

Xi^nro^i  v>r.  woLo    8  fiJTiyyf.     *^n  *a^w^   preached  unto 
/A     c  ^      ,   /Q^        ^  you,  let  him  be  accurfed. 

I  have  above  a  atten^ptcd  to  prove,  that  St.  Paul  in  thcfc 
words  had  reference  to  the  Gofpel  of  the  NazareneSy  and  by  a 
farther  acquaintance  with  thefe  Nazarenes  and  their  Gofpel, 
am  abundantly  confirmed  in  that  conje£lurei  as,  I  perfuade 

*  Part  X.  chap.  2. 

tnyfelf, 


\ 


a68  Fragments  thereof ^  ^AltT  it. 

xnyTelf,  every  impartial  reader  will  alfo  be,  that  &all  c6mpare 
4C  with  the  following  accounts'. 

2«  By  Hegefippus  ^  or  rather  EufebiaS)  fpeaking  qoncerning 

Hegefippus. 

''Ex  Tf  T«  Y.oiS[  'E£f«i«j  Euaf-     He  has ^Ifo  wrote  (laid down) 


fome  things  concerning  the 
Go/pel  according,  to  the  He^ 
brewsy  and  Syrians^  as  alfo 
concerning  the  Hebrew  lan- 
guage, by  which  he  evidences 
that  he  was  converted  from. 
Judaifm  to  Chriftianity. 


3*  By  Clemens  Alexandrinus  ^. 
Ka\  Tw  y-otSt"  'EQ^aUq  Euay-     And  it  is  written  in  the  Gof 


yiy^ccTcrony  xai  o  |3a(riA£U(ra; 
dvQi7rotM^n(r£T»L» 


pel  according  to  the  Hebrews^ 
he  who  admires  Jhall  reigUj 
and  he  who  reigns  Jhall  he  at 
eafe. 


4*  By  Origen  <=. 

•Eav  Sk  Tsr^otritroc!  r^g  ro  xa^'    ,  But  if  any  one  will  receive 


EQ^otm^  Ev»yyi\i0Vy  ivB'ot  aJ- 

Ce  jttc  f}  [Jf>firfig  fjLSy  to  eiyiov 

'vrvivfjt^ocy  h  fAix  rcov  rpi^cav 
ps,  x<3)t  ccTriviyns  fAt  ilg  to 
ojo?  TO  fAiyx  0a&wj,  &C.  ' 


the  Gofpcl  according  to  the 
Hebrews^  in  which  our  Sa- 
viour fays,  The  Holy  Ghoji  my 
mother  lately  took  me  by  one  of 
my  hairsj  and  led  me  to  the 
great  mountain  Thabor^  ^c^ 


5.  By  the  fame  ^. 
Age,  aliter  tra£lemus  hunc     But  let  us  treat  this  place  a 
Jocum.— —  Scriptum  eft  in     little  otherwife :— It  is  writ- 


Apud  Eufeb.  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  4, 


e.  22. 

b 


Stromat.  lib.  2.  p.  380. 
*  Tom.  2.  Comment,  in  Joan. 


p.  58. 

«*  Horn.  8.  in  Matt,  toiti.  3.  p. 
21.  Opp.  Lat. 

Evangello 
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Evajcigelio  quodam«  quod  di- 
cUur  fecundutn  Hcbf^os  (ii 
tamen  f^acet  alicui  iufcipere 

ad  manifeftatioa^iB  {uropoAts 
qu^cftionis);  Dixit,  inquit, 
ad  eutn  alter  divitum,  Magif* 
ter,  quid  boauoi  iadeus  vw 
vam?  Dixie  ei,  HiXDO)  tegom 
&  prophetas  fac :  refpondit  ad 
cum.  Feci;  dixit  ei,  Vadc, 
v^nde  omnia  qux  poiUdes,  & 
divide pauperibus,  &  veni,  fe- 
quere  me.  Coeptt  autem  dives 
fcdpere  caput  fuum,  flr  non 
placuit  ei  i  &  dixit  ad  eum 
Dominus,  Quomodo  dicis,  le- 
gem feci  &  prophetas  ?  quo- 
luam  firriptumeft  in  lege,  Di- 
liges  proxtmuna  tuum  ikut 
Ctijpfusi ;  ii  ecce  multi  fratres 
iilii  Abraham  ami£ki  funt  ftcr- 
core,  morientes  prae  fame,  & 
domus  tua  plena  eft  raultis 
bonis^flrnon  egreditujp  omaioo 
a}iqiiid  «?ceaAd.eQ$.  £t  con- 
v^us>  dwt  Simoni  diicipulo 
ftio,  kienti  apud  fe,  Simoti, 
fiU  Joftnnflp,  faciliud  eft  came- 
lum  intrare  per  foramen  acus, 
quam  divitem  in  regnuip  cce- 
lorum. 


ten  in  a  certain  Go%d,  wfakh 
is  intitkd  accarikng  ta  the  Hs^ 
brew $9  (if  any  one  be  plcaf* 
ed  ta  receive  it^  not  as  of 
anj  Audicffity,  but  only  for 
illuftration    of    the    pre£eiit 
queftion) ;     A   certain    rich 
man  (^fays.  that  Goijpel)  /aid 
ta  Cbrijl^  Mc^er^  what  geed 
thing  Jhall  I  do^  that  I  may  in^ 
her  it  Hfe?   He  faid  to  bim^ 
O  man^  keep  the  Law  and  the 
frophets:  he  answered  him^ 
That  I  have  done  \  he  faid  tO' 
him^  Goy  fell  all  things  that 
thou  hajly  and  dijlrihute  among 
the  poor y  and  come  and  follow 
me.    The  rich  man  hereupon 
began  to  fcratch  his  heady  and 
was  difpleafed\   and  the  Lord 
faid  to  him^  How  can  ycu  fay 
that  you  have  kept  the  Law 
and  the  Prophets  ?  feeing  it  is 
written  in  the   Lawy  Thou 
{halt  love  thy  neighbour  a& 
thyfelf;  but  beholdy  many  of 
thy  brethreny  childrenrof  Abra-- 
hamy  are  clothed  with  nafii^ 
nefsy  and  ready  to  perijb  for 
hunger  y  while  thyhoufe  abounds 
with  all  forts  of  delicaciesy  and 
nothing  isfent  out  of  it  to  them. 
And  turning  abouty  he  faid  to 
his  Difciple  Simony  who  fat  by 
himy  Simon,  fon  of  Joanna,  it 
is  eader  for  a  camel  to  pafs 
through  the  eye  of  a  needle, 
than  for  a  rich  man,  &c. 

I  \iZXQ 


2j(y  ^  Fragments  of  the  fart  ir. 

I  bave  not  obfervcd  any  other  places  befides  theie  two,  in 

Origen's  works,  where  this  Gofpel  is  mentioned,  though  the 

former  paffage  is  indeed  cited  elfewhere  *  j  and  Jerome  fays, 

Origen  cited  this  Gofpel  often  ^ :  but  in  this  either  he  was 

miftaken,  or  he  means  in  fome  other  books  of  Origen's  hot 

now  extant* 

6.  By  Eufebius  ^ 

Enumerating  many  of  thofe  Apocryphal  books  which  he 
calls  »od»$,  i.e.  fpurious,  or  forgeries,  he  adds, 

"'H^^i  S'  iv  T«TOK  TivU  xa)  TO  In  this   number  fome  have 

Ka.y  'Efifaiaff  EriccyKXiov  x«-  P  ^^ed  the  Gofpel  according  to 

/.  «p       t"    '^.^^ 'pf^^/,..     *  /A^  i/ifir^tt/j,  with  which  they 

X  ^     /  *  y  /  , '  of   the    Jews,    who    profefs 

^  s      ••  I        /^  Chnftianity,  are  very  much 

C*^'-  delighted. 

7*  By  the  fame  **,  (peaking  of  the  Ebionites. 

EuVyfiXio)  i\  iA,im   tS   xa^     They  made  ufe  only  of  that 
*EQ^(xw  XtyofjLiv^   Xfw/xfwi,'    which  is  called,  7^#G^^/tff- 

rm  Xo^nSy   ^i^^xfiy  i^oiSvro      ''^^^''i  *'  '*^  Hebrews,  very 

^  r  little  efteeming  any  others. 

Xoyojf.  °      "^ 

8.  By  the  fame%  fpeaking  of  Papias. 

*ExIeS«Tai  Si  xal  «AX»»y  *Vo-  He  mentions  another  hiftory 

gfav,  Tsr£fl  yuvaixo?  fVi  tu-oX-  concerning  a  woman  accufed 

X«K  a>afT/aK  iiy^^Xyi^iUy,^  ^^  many  .crimes  before   our 

,  X      ~    ,r     /       «\       X        cv)  Lord,  which  is  contained  in 

£7ri     T»     Ku^i«,     ny     TO     X«^7  ,       y->   /•    i  »•       .       /      rr 

,         ,        /  ^  UiQ  Gofpel  according  to  the  He-- 

This  paflage  is  generally  underftood,  as  though  Eufebius 
had  faid,  that  Papias  made  ufe  of  this  Gofpel ;  fo  Uiher,  Si- 
mon, Pearfon,  Grabe,  &c.  But  that  this  is  a  miftake,  I  ihall 
(hew  hereafter. 


♦ 

*  Homil.  XV.  in  Jercm.  «*  Ibid.  c.  17. 
*•  Catal.  vir.  illuftr.  in  Jacoho.               •"  Ibid.  c.  39. 

*  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  3.  c.  25. 


^ 


9.  By 


CHAP.  XXV. 


Gojpel  of  the  Naxannes* 


271 


9*  By  Epiphanius,  who  has  preferved  large  fragments  of 
thi&Gofpel;  moft  pf  which  are  coUeded  by  Dr.  Grabe, 
I  (hall  endeavour  to  produce  all  the  places.    The  firft 


IS  a, 


£;^«(r»  S\  TO  }Lot,roi  Molt^xIov 
EuayfiAiov  xsrAnfiraToi/  *ESf a- 

xai  Ta?  y«k£06Aoyi'af  ra?  aVo 
T«  AQ^aafA  o(,y(^^i  X^ifs  zfe^i* 


They  (i.  e.  the  Nazarencs) 
have  the  Go/pel  of  Matthew 
moft  entire  in  the  Hebrew  lan^ 
gunge  among  them:  for  this 
truly  is  flill  preferved  among 
them,  as  it  was  at  iirft,  in 
Hebrew  charafkers.  But  I 
know  not,  whether  they  have 
taken  away  the  genealogy 
from  Abraham  to  Chrift. 


10.  By  the  fame**. 
IU4  iiyo^toLi   jtAty  xal  auVoi      They  (i.e.  the Ebionitcs)  al- 


To    xftTce   MarS'aroi/  Euafyl- 
Aioif*    T«T«  yaj  y.%\  aJroi,  cJc 


fo  receive  the  Gofpel  accord- 
ing to  Matthew.  For  this 
both  they  and  the  Cerinthians 
make  ufe  of,  and  no  other. 
They  call  it  the  Gofpel  accord^ 


'Eeja/sc,   «V    ra   aAu^Jf  ipv  ^  i„g  to  the  Hebrews',  for  the 
ilirBTy^   OT*  MxT^otTo;  /txoi/^     truth  is,  that  Matthew  is  the 


ES^^fVt  xat  E€^(%»xok  y^oifjt,^ 

£xo»t}(raTO   T»ji/    TH    tCctfysXiS 
i)t3'f(riv  T£  xai  XDfuyjxa. 


only  one  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  writers,  who  publiflied 
his  Gofpel  and  preaching  in 
thq  Hebrew  language,  and 
Hebrew  characters. 


r 

II.  By  the  fame  ^ 
'Ev  Tw  T'sv'craf'ayTOKEJaryE-      In  that  Gofpel   which   they 


Aj(j)  xara  Mccr^ouov  ovopa^o- 
[xivuy  8j^  oAw    Si  ijAnf  craTo), 


*  Epiphan.  Haercf.  29.  §.  9. 

*  Haeref.    30.   t^ux  eft  Ebionit. 


(1.  e.  the  EbionitesJ  have  cal- 
led the  Gofpel  according  to  St. 
Matthew^  which  is  not  entire 
and  perfeft,  but  corrupted  and 


§.  3. 


Ibid.   §.13. 


37»  Fragments  dftbe 

icxXsiriUy  ilA^iPBTXi,  on    lyl- 
PBTO  Ttc  avtif  ovi^%r^  'Intra?, 

trtfi^Af  TO  fO|u«  aJr»,  iTtti* 
rfaf w^ojJAf^t^  Tarawa  ttijv  Ajp-^ 

ifiixvy  x.x\  GxiSx7o¥y  kxi  Zt- 
^wtrcje  rov  ZtfA»Tn»^5  xop*  'I«fei^ 
TOk  ^Iffytx^ioornVy  xxi  or  rop 
MarS'arov  xxS't^cfJi^iVov  cttI 
T«  nXoouis  £x«A«<ra,  jfai  ^pcc- 
Xs3:)l(raV  f«oi«      ^TfjtZq  si/  jSa* 

iymro  *l»Mpfi^  ^Trrii^byvy 
x«f  ^rixS'cv  Tff^o^  xvrov  ^arf  i- 
curof)  xx]  iSxxrU^^a-xUf  kx\ 
wxcx  ^liPOG'oXv^x*  Kxi  ii'Xfy 
i  ^luxvvnq  ivSvfAX  xtto  rgi^wv 
KXfMinXHf  KXi  i^uxunv  is^ixxriyr^v 
nrr^t  Ttiv  off^vy  aurit,  kxi  ro 
(3p&}/Mr0t  xvTSy  ^no'ij  i^iXi  xypi" 

«DC  cyx^tfi^  £V  iXxia.  IPX 
XiSrtv   /AfTarffivj/wci    top    tti? 


FART  II« 


9 


curtailed,  and  whidi  they  call> 
Thi  Hebrew  Gejpel,  it  is  writ- 
ten 3  *^  That  there  was  a  cer- 
*<  tain  man  called  Jefus,  and« 
^  he  being  about  thirty  years 
^^  of  age,  made  choice  of  us* 
^  And  coming  to  Capernaum, 
^  he  entered  into  the  houfe  of 
**  Simon  caHed    Peter,    and 
^<  opening  ht»  mouth,  faid; 
"  fFhen  Ipajfed  by  the  Lake 
"  of  Tiberias,   I  chafe  John 
'*  and  y anus y  the  fins  ofZi" 
'^  bedee^  and  Simon,  and  An^^ 
**  dreWy  and  Thaddeus^  and 
**  Simon  Zelotes,  and  yudas 
Ifiarkt\    and  thee^  Met* 
thew,  fitting  at  the  receipt 
<<  ofcujlom  I  called f  and  thou 
"  didji  follow    me.     I  will 
**  therefore    that  ye    be    my 
**  twelve  Apofiles  for  a  tefii^ 
•^  mony  to  IfraeL    And  John 
<<  the  Baptift  was  baptifing, 
<<  and  the  Pbarifees  went  out 
*<  to  him,  and  were  bsptifed^ 
*^  and   all  Jerufalem.     And 
<<  John  had  his  garment  of 
<*  camels  hair,  and  a  leathern 
^  girdle  about  his  loins,  and 
<<  his.  meat  (according  tothat 
"  Gofpel)  was  wild  honey, 
<<  the  tafte  of  which  was  like 
<^  manna,  or  as  cakes  made 
*^  with  honey  and  oil.**  Thus 
they  change  the  true  account 
into  afalfihoody  and  for  locujis 
put  cakes  made  with  oil  and 

lyn^iSxi 


CUXK  XXV. 


f*eAiT»;     -H    i\     honey  *.     The  beginning  of 


Zap^o&^(8  xar   £Ai(raC£T,  xai 

tioi  TO  urnxi^ot,  ra  ^la  to 
cly40v  fv  uiet  vri^i^s^oii   x^-* 

'is  8^av8  Acy8«ro&*    Zv^  ps  £i  e 

vtof  0  ayaTT^jtoy,  iv  coi  iiudo- 
x»(rr3(,  Kixt  tffcLKiVy  'Eyeo 
VAfxsp^v  yiyivm^o^  (rs,     K.xi 

fu3'u$  ^£ft£Aa|CA\{/e  tov  tottov 

^^  -^  <\»^^  ^^  « 
(pug  [jLiyXy  oy  iduvj   ^Yicii/,  0 

Icdavvn?  A£y£f  auTb^iy  jlm  tk  £i» 

xu^tE  ;  XAi  ixraAtv  fci>yii  £^ 
ipMH  Tsroog  avToy,  Outo?^  Ir*i' 
0  vio;  JCX.3  0  0(y^?r9iTO(,  £^   ov 


their  Gofpel  wa$  this;  "  It 
**  came  to  pafs  in  the  days  of 
**  Herod,  the  king  cf  Jydea^ 
"  that  John  came  baptifing; 
^^  with  the  baptifm  of  repent- 
*'  ance  in  the  river  Jordan ; 
**  who  was  reported  to  be  of 
"  the  family  of  Aaron,  the 
**  High-prieft,  the  fon  of  Za^ 
^*  charias  and  Elizabeth,  an4 
"  all  people  went  out  after 
**  him."  jfnd  after  fewral 
cthef  things^  it  is  faid  in  this 
Gofpely  "  That  the  people 
"  being  baptlfed,  Jefus  alfo 
•*  went  and  was  baptifed  by 
*^  John  'j  and  as  he  afcended 
"  out  of  the  water,  the  hea- 
vens were  opened,  and  hq 
faw  the  Ho!y  Spirit  of  Gad 
in  the  form  of  a  dove  de- 
fcending  and  entering  into 
"  him,  and  a  voice  was  made 
**  from  heaven,  faying,  Thou 
**  art  my  beloved  Son^  in  whom 
*'  lemwellp/eafed'y  and  then 
"  another,  /  have  this  day 
**  begotten  thee ;  and  fuddenly 
«  there  (hone  around  the  place 
"  a  great  light ;  which  when 
"  John  law  (fays  this  Gofpel), 
"  he  faid  to  him,  fP^ho  art 
«  thou^  Lord?  and  then  ano- 
•*  ther  voice  from  heaven 
*«  came  to  him.  This  is  my  bi^ 


cc 

cc 
cc 


*  They  read  the  word  67Npi^«(  mfttad  of  d^ilag,  Mat.  iii*  4. 
Vol.  I.  T  *l«a>krjj 


274  FragmenU  of  the  :    PART  \l. 

'Iwayyfj^  -arf  off'TTfcwv  «utu)  cAc •     **  /iJ^^^d^  5^ii,  J«  whom  I  <ifn 

yf,  AiOfMxi  CO\Jf   XUf  4£*     CU    j^£ 

(iocTrrKTOv.  'O  Je  exwAujy 
auTw,  Aiywv,  a^£?,  ori  i-rug 
£r*i«rp£7roj'7!rA»j:^w3"r]va»  -zzravljt, 
*'0f «  Si  ryiv  "urot,^  auroK  "wa- 

fiXTTSTTOlVlfJ.iVnV  13(X,y[oL'^Q^i]f  Si" 

Xo^(%,   xai   nSifJuxv  ofS"oT*]T« 

9"©*  xat  KajTTOxf  af  tw  aJrw 
^cifxivoi    Sri^Eif   iffo^^     auTOK 

xara  MarS'aroi/  juayfsAta  J^ta 
Trij  yivi^XoyloL^  (3»AoWa4  -sra- 

xa»  Mafia?  f»ka*  roy  Xjifoi/. 
OuT0»  Jg  aAAa  rtya  J'javoai/lai' 
xrafaxoyavrf;  yaj  raj  zra- 
fa  Tw  MarS'aia)  y£HaAoy»aff, 

S'at,   wf   T»rfO£r7roi/,   Asyovrf?' 

tfju-gfaif  'HpooSs  j3a(riAfiwy  t*)? 


"  wellpleafed.  Hereupon  (ac- 
"  cording  to  this  Gofpel) 
"  John  fell  down  before  him, 
"  and  feid,  O  Lord,  I  pray 
"  thee^  baptife  me:  but  he 
"  hindered  him,  faying,  That 
"  it  is  fo  fity  that  all  things 
''  Jhould  be  fulfilled^  See 
how  their  felfe  dodrine  ap- 
pears every  where,  how  all 
things  are  imperfeft,  diforder- 
ed,  and  without  any  truth  or 
order !  So  alfo  Cerinthus  and 
Carpocrates,  ufing  this  fame 
Gofpel  of  theirs,  would  prove 
from  the  beginning  of  that 
Gofpel  according  to  St.  Mat- 
thew, viz.  by  the  genealogy, 
"  That  Chrift  proceeded  from 
**  the  feed  of  Jofeph  and  Ma- 
"  ry."  But  they  (viz.  the 
Ebionites)  have  quite  other 
fentiments;  for  they  have 
taken  away  the  genealogy 
from  Matthew,  and  accord- 
ingly b^gin  their  Gofpel,  as 
I  above  faid,  with  thefe  words : 
It  came  to  pafs  in  the  days  of 
Herod^  king  of  Judea^  ^c. 

12.  By  the  fame  *• 
OJ  (paVxso-i  S\  U  »£?  ha-     They  do  not  fay  (viz.  the  E- 
rpk  auriv  y£y£..;f(r^ai,  aAAci     bionites)  that  he  (Chrift)  was 
,     /  Q^       »    „         -     .  besTotten  of  the  Father,  but 

,>.        .^     ,  ~    ,,^   .     made  as  one  of  the  Angels  ; 
y£A«.,  /*£<^va  Si  auTco.  o.la       ^^^  ^^,^^  ^^^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^ 


Ibid.  §.  i6. 


aJrcy 


CHAP.  XXV.  Gofpil  of  the  Nazarenes. 


roK^dro^o^  zr£7rotri|tx£v«y*  xcti 
«f  TO  zraj'  aUTOK   rJayft'XiOk 

etVj  H  'sraucfrat  a^'  Jjiawv  if 
ogy*!.  Kcs»  raura,  x<xi  to«- 
auTfit  Tiva  £r»,  Tflt  srotp  ccvToTq 


he  has  dominion  over  them, 
and  all  the  works  of  the  AU 
mighty;  and  that  he  came 
and  taught  that  which  is  con- 
tained in  their  Gofpel,  viz. 
**  I  came  to  abolijh  facrifices^ 
and  unlefsye  ceafe  to  offer  fa* 
crifices^  the  wrath  (of  God) 
Jhall  not  ceafe  from  pUn* 
And  fuch  as  thefe  are  their 
tenets. 


(C 


(C 


<c 


13.  By  Jerome:  This  learned  writer  has  left  us  the  clearcft 
and  largeft  account  of  this  Gofpel,  that  is  now  extant, 
with  many  fragments. 

The  firft  and  principal  place  is  that  in  his  account  of  St.  Mat- 
thew *. 

Matthseus  qui  &  Levi,  ex 


Pubiicano  Apoftolus,  primus 
in  Judsea,  propter  eos,  qui  ex 
circumcifione  crediderant,  £- 
vangeitum  Chrifti  Hebraicis 
literis  verbifque  compofuit ; 
quod  quis  poftc^a  in  Grascum 
tranilulerit,  non  fatis  certum 
eft.  Porro  ipfum  Hebraicum 
habetur  ufque  hodie  in  Caeiari- 
enfi  bibliotheca,quam  Pamphi- 
lus  Martyr  ftudiofii&me  cpnfe- 
cit.  Mihi  qiioqtte  a  Nazaraei^ 
qui  in  BerfabeasBeroza\  urbe 
Syri^9  hoc  volumine  utuntur, 
defcribendi   facultas  fuit;  in 


Matthew,  alfo  called  Levi, 
who  became  from  a  Publican 
an  Apoftle,  was  the  firft  who 
compofed  a  Gofpel  of  Chrijt^ 
and^  for  the  fake  of  thiofe  who 
believed  in  Chrj/t  among,  the 
Jews^  wrote  it  in  the  Hebrew 
language  and  letters  \  but  it  is 
uncertain,  who  it  was  that 
tranflated  it  into  Greek. 
Moreover  the  Hebrew  (copy) 
<tfelf  is  to  this  time  prefcrved 
in  the  library  of  Czfarea^ 
which  Pamphilus,  the  martyr^ 
with  much  diligence  collected. 
The  Nazareaos,  who  live  ia 


*  Catal.  vir.  illuftr.  in  Matth.         ^  So  it  is  in  niy  Edition  for  Beraea. 

T  a  que 


^^- 


.•/fli 


■f^. 


-**-J^ 


2j6 


JPragmfnts  tf  tin 


PART  n. 


BerxZf  a  city  of  Syviz,  and 
fnailce  .ufe  of  this  volume^ 
granted  me  the  favour  of 
writing  it  out,  in  which  (Gof- 
pel)  diere  is  diis  obferrablcj 
that  wherever  the  Evungtliji 
either  cites  himfilfi  vr  intrO" 
ducesmr  Saviour  arciiing  afty 
pajfage  aut  of  the  Old  Tffia- 
menty  he  dees  net  follow  the 
tranflation  of  the  LXX.  but 
the  Hebrew  copies.^  of  which 
diere  arc  thefe  two  inftances> 
viz.  that  a  Out  of  Egypt  I 
have  called  my  Son ;  aad  that^ 
He  Jhall  be  called  a  Naza-^ 
rene, 

X4»  By  the  fame  in  his  Life  of  James  ^,  where  having 
related  many  furpriilng  accounts  concerning  him,  he 
adds; 


quo  animadvertendum,  quod 
libicunque  Evangelifta  five  ex 
perfona  fua,  five  ex  perfona 
domini  Salvatoris  veteris  fcrip- 
tur«  teftimoniis  utitur,  non 
fequatur  feptu^inta  tranfla* 
torum  au(^oritatem,  fed  He» 
braicam;  «  quibus  ilia  duo 
(unt  i  Ex  iEgypto  vocavi  fi- 
liummeum,&,  Q^oniamNa* 
flsaraeus  vocabitur. 


Evangelium  quoque  4;|uod  ap- 
pellatur  Secundum  Hsebrseos, 
&  a  me  nuper  in  Graccum 
Latinumque  fermonem  tranf- 
latum  eft,  quo  &  Origenes 
£cpe  utitur,  poft  refurredio- 
nem  Salvatoris  refert;  Domi- 
nus  auteoi)  cum  dediflet  fin- 
donem  lervo  facerdotis,  ivitad 
JacbbuQi,  &  apparuit  ei  j  ju« 
raverat  enim  Jacobus  fe  non 
comefturum  panem  ab  ilia  ho^ 
ra  qua  libarat  calicem  Domini^ 
donee  videret  Dominum  re« 
furgentem  a  mortuis  \  rurfuf- 

•  Mat.ii.  15. 


The  Go^el  alfo  which  is  cal- 
led Jceording  to  the  Hebrews  ^ 
and  which  I  lately  tranflated 
into  Greek  and  liatin,  and 
which  Origen  often  ufed^  re- 
lates, <<  That  after  our  ^j- 
*'  wottr^j  rejurre^ion,  when 
*<  our  Lard. had  given  the  li-t 
«•  nenckthtothePriefi^ffer^ 
vottti  be  went  to  Janus  and 
appeared  to  him  \  fir  James 
bad  fmarMy  that  he  would 
<(  not  eat  bread  from  that 
'<  hour,  in  which  he  drank 
*<  die  cup  of  the  Lord,  till 

*  Catal*  Tir.  illuftr,  in  Jacobo. 

que 


cc 


fC 


(( 
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que  poft  paululumj  Afiferte,     **  hefliouldfeetheLordrifin 


att  Dbtninus,  men&m  &  pa- 
ncmj-  ftatimque  additur,  Tu- 
Kt  panem  &  benedixit,  &  fre- 
git,  ac  dedit  Jacoba  Jiiftc^  & 
^3Ht  ei,  Frater  mi,  comede 
panem  tuum>  quia  refurrexit 
iSius  faominis  a^  cformientibus. 


"  from  the  dead;  Andalildfe 
*'  after,  the  Lord  faid,  Bring 
**  the  table  and  the  breatt; 
**  and  then  it  is  added.  He 
**  took  the  bread,  and  blefled 
<<  it,  and  brake  it,  and  gave  it 
"  to  James  the  Juft,  and  faid 
**  to  him.  My  brother,  eat 
"  thy.  bread  \  for  the  Son  of 
f*  man  is.rifinfromthe  deadf* 

15.  Bjp  the  feme*. 

In  Evangelio  juxta  Hebrseos,     In  the  Gofpel  according  to  the 


quod  Chaldatco  Syroque  (eiv- 
mone,  fed  Hebraicis  Uteris 
fcriptum  eft,  quo  utuntur  ut 
que  hodie  Nazareni^  fecun^ 
dam  Apoftolos,  five  ut  pleri- 
que  autumant  juxta  Matths- 
um,  quod  in  Cxiarienfi  habe- 
tur  bibtiotheca,  narratur  hif- 
toria;  Ecce  mater  Domini  & 
fratrcs  ejus  diccbant  ei,  Joan- 
nes Baptifta  baptifat  in  remif- 
fiohem  peccatorum,  eamus  & 
baptrfemur  ab  eo ;  dixit  au- 
tern  eis.  Quid  peccavi,  ut  va- 
dam  &baptifer  ab  eo?  nifi  for- 
te hoc  ipfom  quod  dixi  igno- 
rantia  eft.  Et  in  eodem  volu- 
mine.  Si  peccaverit,  inquit, 
frater  tuus  in  verbo,  &  iatis 
tibi  fecerit,fepties  in  die  fuf- 
cipe  eum.  Dixit  Uli  Simon 
difcipulus  e}us,  Septies  in  die  ? 
reipondit  Dominus  &  dixit  ei. 


Hebrews^  \^hich  is  written  in 
the  Ghaldee  and  Syriack  Ian* 
guage,  which  th,e  Nazarenes 
ufe^  (and  is)  That  according  to 
the  Twehe  Jpojiles ;  or  as  moft 
think,  according  to  Matthew: 
'wliich  is  in  the  library  of 
Caefarea,  there  is  the  follow- 
ing hiftory:  *•  Behold,  the 
**  mother  and  brethren  of 
•*  Chrift  ii)ake  to  him  5  John 
the  Baptift  baptifes  fir  the 
remijjion  of  fins ^  let  m  go 
<*  and  be  baptijid  by  him  :  Hi 
"  faid  to  them,  In  what  have 
"  I  finnedj  that  I  have  any 
**  need  to  go  and  be  baptifed  by 
"  him?  unlefs  my  faying  this 
•*  proceed  perhaps  from  ignO' 
«  ranee.  And  in  the  fame 
*•  volume  it  is  faid,  Jf  thy 
••  brother  offend  thee  by  any 
**  wordj  and  make  thee  fatif 


u 


u 


Adverftts  Pdagian.  L  3.inprincip. 

T3 


Etiam 


% 
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Edam  ego  dico  tibi,  ufque  ad     "  fa^ion^  though  it  he  feven 
feptuagefies  fepties.  ^  times  in  a  day^  thou  muft 

**  for  jive  him.  Simon,  his 
*«  Difciple,  faid  to  him, 
**  What!  Seven  times  in  a 
**  day  I  The  Lord  anfwered 
"  and  faid  to  him,  /  tell  thee 
^alfo^  even  till  [eventy  times 
^'fevenr 

'      ■  1 6.  By  the  fame  '. 

Juxta     Evangelium    eorum,     According    to   their   Gofpely 


quod  Hcbraeo  fermone^con- 
fcriptumlegunt  Nazaraei  \  de- 
fcendit  fuper  eum  omnis  fons 
Spiritus  fanfti — Porro  in  E- 
vangelio  cujus  fupra  fecimus 
mcntionem,  ha;c  fcripta  repe- 
rimus:  Fa£tum  eft  autem 
quum  afcendiiTet  Dominus  de 
aqua,  defcendit  fons  ounis 
Spiritus  San£ti,  &  requievit 
fuper  cum,  &  dixit  ei :  FiJi 
ini,  in  omnibus  prophetis  ex« 
fpe£bbam  te  ut  venires,  &  re* 
quiefcerem  in  te ;  tu  es  enim' 
requies  mei;  tu  es  iilius  meus 
primogenitus,  qui  regnas  in 
fempiternurib 


which  is  written  in  the  He^ 
brew  language^  and  read  by 
the  Nazarenes^  the  whole 
fountain  of  the  Holy  Ghoft 
defcended  upon  him — Befides, 
in  that  Gofpel  juft  mentioned 
we  find  thefe  things  written: 
**  It  came  to  pafs  when  the 
**  Lord  afcended  from  the  wa* 
^  ter,  the  whole  fountain  of 
«'  the  Holy  Ghoft  defcended 
"  and  refted  upon  him,  and 
"  faid  to  him.  My  Son^  among 
"  (or  during  all  the  time 
^  of)  all  the  Prophets^  I  was 
<*  waiting  for  thy  comings  that 
*^  I  might  reji  upon  thee  \  for 
"  thou  art  my  reji\  thou  art 
*'  wj^  firji  begotten  Son,  who 
"  Jhalt    reign    to  everlajiing 


9> 


**  ages. 

17.  By  the  fame  ^ 
Sed  &  in   EvangcHo,  quod     But  it  is  written  in  the  Gof- 
juxta  Hebraos  fcriptum  Na-     pel  according  to  the  Hebrews, 

*  Lib.   4.  Comment,  in  Jefai.  *  Lib.  11.  Comment,  in  Jefaj. 

c. xi.  z.  xl.  ji. 

2»riei 
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zaraei  le£litant,  Dominus  lo-  which  the  Nazarenes  read, 
quitur :  Modo  tulit  me  mater  "  The  Lord  faid,  Tlje  Holy 
mea  Spiritus  Saniflus.  "  Ghofl^  my  Mother^  jujl  now 

''  laid  hold  on  me •** 


18.  By 

Qui  legerit  Canticum  Canti- 
cofum»  &  fponfum  anims  Dei 
fermonem  intellexerit,  credi- 
deritque  Evangelio,  quod  fe- 
cundum  Hebraeos  editum  nu- 
per  tranftulimus,  in  quo  ex 
perfona  Salvatorisdicitur,Mo- 
do  tulit  me  mater  mea  Spiri- 
tus  Sandus  in  unocapillorum 
meorum ;  non  dubibbit  dicere 
Sermonem  Dei  ortum  eife  de 
Spiritu,  &  animam,  quse  fpon- 
fa  Sermonis  eft,  habere  focrum 
Spiritum  Sandlum,  qui  apud 
.  Hebrasos  genere  dicitur  foe- 
minino. 


the  fame  ^ 

Whoever  reads  the  Book  of 
Canticles,  and  vf\\\  underftand 
by  the  fpoufe  of  the  foul  the 
word  of  God  \  and  will  be- 
lieve the  Gofpel  which  is  in- 
titled,  The  Gofpel  according 
to  the  Hebrews^  which  I  late- 
ly tranflated,  in  which  our  Sa- 
viour is  introduced,  faying, 

"  JhA  ^^'^  ^y  ^other^  the 
«  Holy  Ghojl,  laid  hold  on  me 
"  by  one  of  my  hairSy*  will 
not  fcruple  to  fay,  the  word  of 
God  (i.  e.  Chrift)  was  born 
of  the  fpirit,  and  the  foul, 
which  is  the  fpoufe  of  the 
word  (Chrift),  has  the  Holy 
Ghoft  for  its  mother  in  law> 
who  in  the  Hebrew  language 
is  exprefled  in  the  feminine 
gender. 


19.  By  the  fame*^. 


In  Evangelio,  quod  juxta  He- 
braeos  Nazarseilegereconfue* 
verunt,  inter  maxima  ponitur 
crimina,  qui  fratris  fui  fpiri- 
tum  contriftaverit. 


In  that  which  is  intitled,  The 
Gofpel  according  to  the  He^ 
brews<,  it  is  reckoned  among 
the  chief  of  crimes,  yir  a  per* 
fon  to  make  for  rowful  the  heart 
of  his  brother. 


•Lib.    2.   Comment,    in  Mic,      Clirift,  called  fo  often  the  ^^y^. 
vli.  6.  W  '^  ^^^*  ^*   Comment,  in  £zck. 


**  I  fuppofe,  hyfermo  is  meant      xviii.  7. 

T4 


20.  By 


-^So 


FrapntMi  -rf  tie 


rA&Tii. 


20.  By 

Xn  Evs^gelio,  quod  appcUatur 
fecuridum  Hebrxos,profupeiv 
fubftantiali  pane  reperi  nno, 
qucxl  dicitur  craftinum,  ut  fit 
fenfus ;  panem  noftram  cra£- 
Itinum,  i.  e.  faitunim)  da  nobis 
iiodic* 


21.  Bjr 

In  EvangeliO)  quo  utuntar 
Nazareni  &  Ebionitsfe  (quod 
nuper  in  Grdecum  de  Hdbrtt^ 
fermonetranfl:ulii¥Hi8^  k  quod 
vocatur  a  plerifque  Matthaei 
tothenticu^i)  Homo  ifte^^qui 
iiridam  h«bet  mianuin,  c^em^n- 
^fritis  fcfibitur,  iftiufmodi  Vo* 
cibus  auKilium  precans  ^  Cat-» 
Dfientatias  eram,  manibus  vie* 
turn  quseritans^  precor  ta,  Jc- 
fa,  ut  mihi  reftttaas  fsmitaten^, 
yit  lurpi^er  niendicem  cibos* 


the  (ame  «. 

a 

In  the  Gofpeli  iatided,  «r- 
cording  to  the  Hebrews^  I 
find  infiiead  of  fuperfubftantial 
br^ad,  '-\nr:i  (Machar)^  which 
fignifies  the  marrww ;  ib  the 
iEbt^e  is.  Give  m  this  :iaj  the 
-bread  mceffixryfor  the  warrtmy 
i.e.  for  the  Figure* 

the  &me  ^ 

In  the  Gdfpd,  ualich  the 
Nazarttas  >and  £hiomte^s  uji 
(^ich  I  lately  trandated  out 
of  Hebrew  into  Greek,  and 
vAikh  is  hy  oioft  ^ftetmed  tie 
-authetttici  GtfpeJ  ff Matthew) 
die  man  "ovtio  bid  the  wisiiftri 
ed  hand  is  fiiid  to  be  a  ttiafdni 
and  i^ayed  iot  reiirf  in  fkt 
following  words :  *'  /  iwAf  4 
**  mafonywho  got  my  livelihood 
•*  by  my  hands  \  I  befeeeh  ihee^ 
**  yefuSy  that  thou  would/i  re* 
**  jfiore  me  tomy  Jirength^  that 
"  /  may  no  Ifnger  thusfcanda' 
**  hufly  beg  my  bread** 


22.  By  the  fame  ^ 


In  Evangelic,  quo  ntuntut 
Nazareni,  pro  fiHo  Barachrse, 
filium  Joiadae  reperimus  fcrip- 
turn. 


In  the  Gofpcl,  which  the  ffit'* 
%attnes  ufe^  for  the  fern  df  Ba« 
rachiah  I  find  written  the  fon 
ofjoiada'. 


*•  Lib.  I.  Comment,  in  Mattfa. 
Yl.  ix.  souH 

*  !.))>.  t.  Comment,  in  Matth,       ^ 
xii.  13. 


*  Lib.  ir.  Comment,  in  Matth. 
See  Matt,  xziii.  35. 

23.  By 
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nZt 


a3«  By the&me ^ 


Ifle  (Biird)tasj  in  Evangdio 
qtiod  fcribituf  juxta  Hebraeos^ 
filius  magiftri  eorum  interpi^ 
tatar,  qui  propter  feditionem 
&  honitctdiam  fuent  coiadeiii- 
natus. 


In  the  Go^,  intided,  ac^^rd^ 
ing  to  the  Hebrews ^  he  (Ba« 
rabbas)  is  interpreted  The  Som 
cf  their  Majier\  who  was 
oondemited  for  iedition  and 
murder. 


94.  By  the  fittne  \ 
In  EvangeltOi  eujus  fepe  feci*     In  the  Gofpei,  which  I  have 


mus  mentionenri)  fuperlimina* 
re  templi  infinttae  magnitudi* 
nb  frafhim  efle  iitque  divifum 
kgimus. 


often  mentioned,  we  read, /£itf 
tf  /rn/W  of  the  Temple  of  an  imm 
metifejize  was  broken  and  rent 
(viz.  at  our  Saviour's  cruci- 
fixion.) 


2S«  By  the  fame  ^. 
In    Evangdio  atitem,  tjuod     In  that  Gofpel^  tobieh  is  writ'^ 


Hebraicis  literis  fcriptum  eft, 
iegimus  non  velum  templi 
iciflum,  fed  fuperliminare  tem- 
pK  mine  magnitudinis  corru* 
iffe. 


ten  in  \Hebrew  letters^  -wt 
read,  not  thitf  the  veil  of  the 
temple  viras  rent,  but  that  a 
lintel  (or  beam)  rf  m  prodigi^ 
out  ftze  fell  dawn. 


26.  By  the  fame*. 


In  Hebraico  quoque  Evan- 
gelio  Iegimus,  Dominum  ad 
difcipulos  loquentem,  &  Nun- 
quam,  inquit,  laeti  fitis,  nifi 
cum  frati-em  veftrum  videritis 
in  charitate. 

•  Lib.  4.  Comment,  in  Matth. 
zxWi.  16. 

*>  So  Barabbas  fignifies,  being  de- 
rived from  O")  na  the  Son  of  a 
Rabbi,  or  Mafter.  ^ 


In  the  Hebrew  GofpeJ  we  read, 
that  our  Lord  faid  to  his  Dif- 
ciples,  *'  Br  ye  never  cheerful^ 
"  unlefs  when  you  can  fee  your 
**  brother  in  love*** 


«  Id.  ibid. 

4  Epift.  ad  Hedib.  cxlix. 
^  Lib.  3.  Comment,  in  Epift.  ad 
Ephef.  c.  5.  V*  4* 


27.  By 


28,2        Fragments  of  the  Gofpel  of  the  Natareneu    part  ix. 


27.  Bjr  the  fame  «• 
Cum  cnim  Apoftoli  cum  pu-     For  when  the  Apoftles  fup^ 


tarent  fptritam,  vel,  juxta  £• 
vangelium  quod  le£titant  Na- 
l^anei,  incorporate  Dxmoni- 
um,  dixit  eis.  Quid  turbati 
eftis,  &c. 


pofed  him  to  be  a  Spirit,  or, 
according  to  the  Gofpel  which 
the  Nazare'nes  read^  an  incor* 
foreal  Damonj  he  faid  to  them, 
IVhy  are  ye  troubled^  i^c»        1 


V 


28.  By  the  fame,  concerning  Ignatius. 
In  Epiftolaad  Smyrnaeos— de     In  the  Epiftle  to  tHe  Snrvyrne- 


Evangelio  quod  nuper  a  me 
tranflatum.eft,  fupcr  perfona 
Chrifti  ponit  teftimohium  di* 
cens,  Ego  vero  &  poft  refur- 
reftionem  in  carne  cum  vidi, 
&  credo  quia  fit :  ct  quando 
venit  ad  Petrum,  &  ad  eos  qui 
cum  Petro  erant,  dixit  eis, 
Ecce  palpate  me,  &  videte) 
quia.non  fum  Da^moniuip  in* 
corporate;  &  ftatim  tetigerunt 
cum,  &  crediderunt. 


ans,  he  takes  a  teftimohy  from 
the  Gofpel  which  I  lately 
tranflated,  as  fpokcn  by  Chrift; 
he  fays,  I  faw  Chrift  in  the 
flefh  after  the  refurredion, 
and  believe  that  it  was  he; 
and  when  he  came  to  Peter, 
and  to  thofe.  who^were  with 
Peter,  he  faid  unto  thenj,  Be^ 
hold^feel  me^  and  fee  that  I  am 
tuit  an  incorporeal  Spirit ;  and 
prefently  they  .touched  him, 
and  believed. 


Thefe  are  all  the  places  I  have  met  with  in  the  writers 
within  the  limits  of  my  time,  except  that  Epiphanius  tells  us, 
that  a  certain  Jew,  called  Jofeph,  found  in  a  cell  at  Tiberias, 

in  the    time  of  Conftantine,    to  xam    Mar^aroir 'E^^aixoy  ^trror, 

viz.  the  Hehrew^  Gofpel  afcribed  to  Matthew  ^. 


*  Pratfat.  lib.  xviii.  Comment^ 
ui  Jefai. 


>  Hsseref.  30.  Ebion.  §.  6. 
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CHAP.    XXVI. 

The  various  Sentiments  of  later^Writers  concerning  the  Gofpel 
of  the  Nazarenes.  The  Opinions  of  Beda^  Sixtus  Senenjis^ 
Cardinal  Baronius^  Cafaubon^  GrotiuSy  Father  Simon^  Du 
Pin^  Dr.  Grabe^  Mr.  Toland^  Mr.  Nye^  Mr.  Richardfen^ 
Dr.  Mill,  Dr.  JVhitby^  Mr.  Fabritius,  Mr.  Le  Clerc^  and 
Dr.  Mangey. 

HAV I N  G  in  die  preceding  chapter  produced  the  ancient 
Teftimonies  and  Fragments  of  the  Hebrew  Gofpel  of 

the  Nazarenes,  I  proceed  as  I  propofed  ^ 
< 

II.  To  give  as  fuccin^  an  account  as  I  can  of  the  opinions  of 
later  writers  .concerning  it.  And  to  this  I  am  the  raiher  in- 
duced, becaufe  feveral  men  of  learning  have  entertained  lb 
high  fentiments  of  this  antient  book,  as  not  only  to  make  it  Ca» 
nonicalj  hut  thereby  alfo  more  valuable  than  our  prefent  Greek 
Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew,  which  in  confequence  muft  berejedied 
as  Apocryphal. — I  defign  here  all  poflxble  brevity,  and  there- 
fore (hall  not  produce  the  authors'  words  at  large,  as  in  the 
former  chapter,  but  only  give  a  compendious  abftra6):  account 
of  what  they  have  faid  ;  for  the  juflnefs  of  which  I  (hall  refer 
the  readers  to  the  books  themfeives,  as  cited  at  the  bottom  of 
the  page.  The  authors  which  I  have  feled^ed  I  have  placed  in 
the  following  order,  according  to  the  time  of  their  writing^, 
vi^.  Beda,  Sixtus  Senenfis,  Baronius,  Cafaubon,  Grotius^ 
Father  Simon,  Du  Pin,  Dr.  Grabe,  Mr.  Toland,  Mr.  Nye, 
Mr.  Richardfon,  Dr.  Mill,  Dr.  Whitby,  Mr.  Fabritius,  Mr. 
Le  Clerc,  and  Dr.  Mapgey. 

'-  I.  Beda  %  a  writer  of  the  feventh  century,  faith,  that  the 
Gofpel  according  to  the  Hebrews  is  not  to  be  ejieemed  among  the 
Apocryphal^  but  Eccleftajiical  hifories,  becaufe  Jerome  himfelf 

•  Comment,  in  Luc.  i.  apud  Sixt.  Senenf.  p.  64. 

who 
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who  tranjlated  the  faered  Scriptures^  has  taken  many  te/iimonies 
$ut  ofit^  and  tranjlated  it  into  Greek  and  Latin. 

2.  Sixtus  Senenfis,  in  his  excellent  Bibliotheca  ^^  is  of 
opinion,  that  the  Gofpel  of  the  Ebionites  was  only  die  Gofpel 
of  Matthew  in  Hebrew  interpolated  and  corrupted  by  thofe  he- 
reticks,  and  tltat  the  Na%arem  Gofpel  was  received  by  themojl 
antient  Fathers  among  other  faered  (veneraiidas)  Scripturesyfir 
the  edification  of  the  Church. 

3.  Baronius  (as  Ca&ubon  interprets  his  words)  iaith  ^,  The 
prefent  Greek  text  of  St.  Matthew  is  of  n9  value  nor  authority , 
unlefs  it  were  to  be  compared  with  the  Hebrew  Gofpei.  of  the 
Nazarenes,  which  he  looks  upon  as  the  true  origlnaL 

4*  Cafaubon  ^  affirms  and  proves  the  contrary,  viz.  That 
if  the  Hebrew  Gofpel  were  ftill  extant,  it  were  net  to  be  looted 
upon  as  the  original  authentick  text  ef  St,  Matthew ^  becaufe  it 
was  only  made  ufe  of  by  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebionites,  he* 
reticles,  and  a  work  full  of  fables  and  corruptions  ofvtsrious 
forts. 

5.  Grotius  fuppefes  this  Gofpel  to  have  been  made  out  eftht 
original  Hebrew  of  St.  Matthew y  and  that  in  it  were  fame  ac* 
counts  not  written  by  him,  but  fucb  as  the  Naxarenes  received 
by  tradition^  and  by  degrees  inferted  into  their  copies ;  from 
whence  the  difference  arofe  between  the  Greek  and  Hebrew 
books  ^. 

6.  Father  Simon  has  carried  the  authority  of  this  Go^ 
to  a  very  great  height ;  and  fpent  two  whole  diapters  *  in  en* 
deavouring  to  fupport  it.  The  fubftance  of  what  he  (ays  is  3 
That  St.  Matthew  frft  wrote  his  Gofpel  in  Hebrew  j  that  it 

*-  BiblLoth.  San^.  lib.  ».  p.  63>  *  Loc.  jam  i:itat.  U  exercit.  15. 

64.  c.  12. 

b  Annal.  ad  Ann.  O* .  XXXIV.  «»  Annot.  in  Titul.  Matth. 

Num.  clxxv.  and  Cafaub.  adverf.  •  Critic.  Hiftor.  of  the    New 

Baron.  Annal.  excrcit.  xvl.  c.  x  1 5.      Teft.  part  x.  c.  7, 9. 

was 
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mas £mipi^ fifribi  primitive  CbryUans  of  FaUJiint^  calUd 
Hazarenes^  who  an  not  to  he  kohtd  upon  as  hereticks ;  that  if 
this  their  Hebrew  copy  were  extant^  it  were  to  be  preferred  t» 
the  Greek  Ferfion  which  we  now  have;  that  it  is  not  to  be 
koied  upon  as  ApoeryphMd^  or  a  falje  book^  nor  to  be  xtmipared 
lijkh  the  Gojpel  auorSng  to  the  Egyptians^  the  A£is  efBarnU'^ 
(oil  the  Prjopbecy  of  Qman^  and  i^her  books  that  have  bunforg^ 
ed  by  in^q/iors,  but  neally  a  tompofure  of  St,  Matthew  -,  and  as 
far  the  additions  afterwards  infer  ted  in  it^  they  are  mtfalje^  but 
annexed  by  tie  MaaraneiS^  as  what  they  bad  from  good  and  un* 
doubted  te/limomes,  and  tkerefor^e  not  to  ie  rejected.  He  hear cilj 
w\/beSi  it  were  now  exiant^  oven  with  all  the  interpolations  of 
the  iJazartnos  and  Ebionitej  i  and  adds  ythat  even  thus  it  Jhould 
not  be  retkonad  among  U>e  forgeries  of  tntpoftors^  but  as  the  moft 
aiaiont  Ai^  of  the  CbriJKan  reJigionj  and  confiquently  prefer ahU 
io  owr  prrfent  Grtek  io^es  ;/*  5^  Matthew^  which  are  not  a  very 
jufi  tranjlation. 

7.  Mr.  Du  Pin*  has  very  much  the  ikme  Jentimefits  with 
Father  Svnon,  only  with  this  difFerence  (which  is  indeed  every 
where  vifibl%in  the  writings  of  thofe  two  French  criticks)^ 
that  he  delivers  his  thoughts  with  a  more  becoming  fofttteft 
and  modefty. 

£«  Dr.  Grabe^ieems  to  have  treated  the  fubjed  with  more 
accuracy,  and  fuppoies^that  the  Go(pel  of  the  Nazarenes  wat 
not  a  forgery  of  thofe  hereticks  ^  becaufe  it  was  not  only  tranflated 
by  Jerome,  but  appealed  to  or  cited  by  many  of  the  old  Chrifiian 
writers^  Ignatius^  Papias^  Jufiin  Martyr^  ^c.  That  it  was 
not  any  Gofpel  of  St  Matthew* s  altered j  corrupted^  and  interpo^ 
latedi  but  an  bonefl  compofure  of  the  Jewijh  converts  at  Jeru* 
folem^  fion  after  our  Saviour*  s  afcenfion^  and  feme  time  before 
any  of  our  prefent  Canonical  Gojpels  were  written ;  that  it  af^ 
tenvards  had  affixed  to  it  the  title  ofAiatthew  by  the  artifice  of 
^e  Nazarenes  and  Ebionitesy  who  knowing  St.  Matthew* t 


.    •  Hift.  of  the  Canon.  Vol.  II.         *  Spiclleg.  Patr.  Sccul.  I,  p.  15, 
c.  2.  §.  3.  Ice. 

•      Gofpel 


286  Laiir  Writers  Sentlnunts  eonarmng        fart  ir« 

Gofpel  was  wrote  in  Hebrew^  thereby  more  eajitj  impofed  their 
9wn  upon  the  world^  which  was  written  in  that  language  under 
bis  name. 

9.  Mr.  Toland  *  tells  us,  the  Ebionrtes  or  Nazarenes,  wh^ 
were  the  oldeft  Chrijiians^  had  a  different  copy  of  St.  Mattbru/s 
Gojpely  and  that  this  is  byfeveral  maintained  to  he  the  original 
of  St,  Matthew  ^.  This  author  has  given  us  his  opinion  more 
largely  in  a  late  difingenuous  Tra£t  againft  the  Chriftian  re- 
ligion \  Having  defcribed  his  Nazarenes  (^ho  denied  the 
Godhead  of  Chrift)  as  the  original  and  only  true  Chriftians, 
and  fuch  as  could  not  be  miftaken)  he  mentions  their  books'. 
Among  others  they  had  (fays  he)  tf  Gofpei  of  their  own^  fame-- 
times  called  by  Ecckfiafilcal  writers^  The  Gofpel  "of  the  He- 
brews, and  fometimes  The  Gofpel  of  the  Twelve  Apoftles, 
but  ignorantly  mifiaken  by  Irenausy  Epiphanius^  and  othersyfor 
the  Gofpel  of  Matthew  interpolated.  This  Gofpel  was  publickly 
read  in  their  Churches^  as  authenticijfor  three  hundred  years; 
which  might  very  well  be  for  the  mofl  party  and  yet  the  other 
Gofpels  be  never  the  lefs  authentick  alfo.  It  might  be  one  of 
thofe  many  mentioned  by  St.  Lukcy  as  written  bofore  bis  own^ 
and  which  he  does  not  reject  as  falfe  or  erroneous^  or  for  any 
other  reafon—^Diverfe  pious  and  learned  men  regret  highly 
the  lofs  of  it — //  was  tranflated  into  Greek  and  Latin  by  Jo- 
romiy  who  very  often  makes  ufe  of  ity  as  likewife  did  Origen  and 
Eufebiusy  not  rejeSfing  it  as  Jpocryphaly  nor  receiving  it  as  Ca* 
nonicaly  but  placing  it  among  what  they  called  Ecclefiaftical 
books,  i.  c.  books  whofe  antiquity  they  were  not  able  to  dcny^ 
but  whofe  authority  they  were  not  willing  to  acknowledge*  Long 
before  thefey  the  Gofpel  of  the  Hebrews  was  by  Papiasy  Igna* 
tiusy  Clemens  Alexandrinusy  and  othersy  alledged  as  a  true  Gof 
pel.  So  itfeems  to  have  been  by  Juflin  Martyr.  So  it  was  by 
Hegejtppusy  £srV* 

10.  Mr.  Nye  fuppofes^  not  only  that  the  Ebionites  and 

•  Amyntor.  p.  64..  *  Chap.  XX. 

^  Ibii.  p.  35.  «  Anlwcr  to  Amyntor.   p.  7^, 

'  Nazartnus.  &c. 

Nazarenes 
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Nazarenes  were  different  feSls^  hut  that  they  had  different  Gof^ 
pels.  He  blames  Epiphanius  for  calling  the  things  added  in 
this  Gojpelj  Adulterations.  That  they  are  preferved  by  Eufe^^ 
biusy  yerome^  Auftin^  Photius  (which  by  the  way  is  fo  very 
&lfe,  that  neither  Auftin  nor  Photius  have  once  mentioned 
this  Gofpel,  nor  Eufebius  preferved  one  fragment) :  That  it 
■wert  highly  to  be  valued^  if  extant.  He  adds  a  conjcfture  con- 
cerning the  difference  between  St.  Matthew's  and  the  Ebio- 
nites  copies,  more  ingenious  than  well-grounded,  viz.  That 
St.  Matthew  publijbed  two  editions  of  his  GofpeL  In  the  firft 
he  •  began  at  the  baptifm  of  John^  which  is  now  chap.  3.  In 
the  fecond  he  began^.  as  our  prefent  copies^  with  the  genealogy. 
The  Ebionites  made  their  copies  from  the  iirft  edition,  and 
thence  proceeded  the  difference. 

1 1 .  Mr.  Richardfon  \  The  Gofpel  according  to  the  Hebrews 
was  (as  we  may  learn  from  Epiphanius  and  Jerome)  the  Gof- 
pel of  St.  Matthew  in  Hebrew^  but  with  feveral  interpolations 
and  additions  of  their  own^  though  without  making  any  altera'-^ 
tions  in  what  they  found  in  the  authentick  copies  before. — The 
Ebionites  corrupted  the  Gofpel  of  Matthew  in  feveral  more 
particulars  than  the  Nazarenes^  who  only  added  fome  hiftorical 
paffages  from  tradition-^  feveral  of  which  might  be  triiCy  and 
if  not  pretending  to  be  wrote  by  St.  Matthew^  ought  nit  to  be 
called  fpurious  J  or  a  forgery. 

12.  Dr.  Mill^  has  borrowed  his  fentiments  of  this  Gofpel 

from  Dr.  Grabe,  viz.  that  it  was  not  at  all  the  fame  with  the 

true  Hebrew  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew,  but  made  before  it  by 

Jome  Jewijh  Chrijiians  at  Jerufalem.    Only  there  feems  this 

difference,  that  as  Dr.  Grabe  imagines  it  to  have  been  abufed 
by  the  Nazarenes  afterwards^  Dr.  Mill  fuppofes  not  only  this^ 
but  feveral  erroneous  and  heterodox  things  to  have  been  in  it  at 
itsfirjl  writing.  ^ 


*  Canon    vindicated^  pag;.   69,  ^  Prolegom.  inNev.  Tefl.  §.  42. 

13.  Dr. 


/ 
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13.  Dr,  Whitby  S  «ttcmpting  to  prove  that  St.  Matdiew^s 
Gofpel  was  originally  wrote  in  Gredc,  and  not  in  Hebrew^ 
concludes  concerning  this  Gofpel  of  the  Hebrews,  ^at  k 
was  not  the  true  autbentick  Gofpel  9f  St.  Matthew  \  that  it  WftS 
not  a^copY  of  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel  free  from  interpolmtians  and 
additions^  hut  St.  Matthew*  s  Gofpel  tranftated  out  of  Greet  into 
Hebrew^  with  the  fame  liberty  as  the  CSfaldof  paraphrafes  efthe 
Old  Tejlamenty  viz.  with  the  addition  of  feveral  things  frmn 
tradition  \  which  Verfwn  the  primitive  Gbrifiians^  %vho  were  ig- 
norant of  that  language  J  finding  in  their  hands^  theyfr^m  the 
Kkenefs  of  the  things  and  the  pretenfions  of  the  Jewsy  might 
think  it  an  original^  written  for  their  ufe. 

14.  Mr.  Fabritius  ^  cenfures  Mr.  Tolan^j  for  hi$  having 
too  highly  extolled  this  Apocryphal  Gofpel,  as  well  as  for  the 
whole  defign  of  his  Nazarenus  j  and  a  litde  after  adds  ^ ;  By 
all  the  fragments  of  this  Gofpel  it  is  evident,  that  it  was  very 
different  from  the  Canonical  me  of  Mafthew. 

« 

15.  Mr.  Le  Clerc  *  is  of  the  fame  opinicw  with  Dr.  Whit- 
by, as  above. 

1 6.  Dr.  Mangey  *,  fpraking  of  the  Nazarenes,  obfervcs, 
that  they  ufed  not  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew^  but  a  particular 
Gofpel  of  their  own :  and  in  another  place  afterwards  %  They 
pretended^  in  order  to  gain  better  terms  from  the  other  believers^ 
to  ufe  an  Hebrew  Gofpel  of  St*  Matthew  ( wiiich,  by  the  way, 
probably  caufed  the  erroneous  opinion  of  that  Gofpel  being 
originally  wrote  in  Hebrew) :  bat  this  wa$  a  fali&  pretence ; 

for  the  Gofpfl  according  to  the  Hebrews,  which  they  foUowedy 
was  very  different  frifm  ours  of  St*  Matthew^  as  appears  not 
only  by  the  remaining  fragments  of  it^  but  from  the  tejlimony  of 

"Jerome^  who  alRrms  that  he  translated  it  both  into  Greek  aiMl 

If 

*  Preface  to  the  Gofpcls,  p.  46)  ^  Differt.   III.  annexed  to  his 

47.  Harm,  oi  the  Gofpel. 

^  Cod.  Apocr.  Not.  Teibm.  <  Remarks  on  Na9ar«ntts>  chap, 

torn.  3.  p.  541.  vi.  p.  35. 

<  P,  546.  *■  Ibid.  chap.  vlii.  p.  58,  59. 

Latin. 
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Latin. They  fubmitted  not  to  the  received  writings  of  the 

Afoftles^  but  followed  a  chimerical  forged  Golpel  of  their  own. 

Thus  1  have  colkfted  the  moft  confiderable  opinions,  if 
not  all  of  any  value,  that  .have  been  publifhed  by  later  writers, 
concerning  the  Gofpel  of  the  Hebrews. 


C.H  A  P.    XXVII. 

T[he  Gofpel  of  the  Naxarenes  highly  efleemed  by  many  Writers^ 
becaufe  they  imagined  it  Wfls  cited  by  the  primitive  Chrijiians 
in  their  fFritings.  This  proved  to  be  a  Miftake.  No  Chrif 
tian  Writer  of  the  firjl  four  Centuries  has  cited  or  appealed 
to  this  Gofpel^  believing  it  to  be  of  any  Authority^  J  notorious 
Inadvertency  of  many  learned  nun^  whereby  theyfuppofed  that 
Papias  cited  it.  A  Character  of  Papias.  No  Verfton  made 
of  the  Na%arene  Gofpel  before  that  of  Jerome.  Another  Mif 
take  of  Jerome  and  other  learned  Men^  infuppofing  that  Ig^ 
nettius  fifed  this  Gofpel, 

HA V I N  G  given  fo  large  an  account  in  the  preceding 
Chapter ^f  the  fentiments  of  learned  men  concerning 
the  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes,  I  proceed  here  to  confider  the 
real  value  and  authority  of  it,  I  defign  not  to  enter  into  any 
large  criticifm  upon  thefe  various  opinions,  nor  yet  to  inter- 
pofe  my  own ;  my  bufinefs  being  not  fo  much  to  do  this,  as 
to  fet  forth  its  true  authority.  I  proceed  therefore  in  thfe 
method  which  I  propofed  3  viz.  to  fhew, 

III. '  That  the  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes  was  never  received 
h  ^^y  primitive  Writer  as  Canonical^  neither  cited  nor  appeal- 
ed  tOy  as  of  any  authority ^  by  any  one  writer  of  the  firfl  four 
centuries* 

I  am  very  fenfible,  that  I  here  am  about  to  oppofc  the  fen- 
timents  of  many  learned  men,  who  have  unwarily  been  be- 
trayed into  an  extravagant  opinion  of  this   Gofpel,  by  a 

Vol.  I.  U  groundkfs 
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groundlds  prefumption,  that  the  Fathers  have  cited  il^  without 
a  due  enquiry  into  the  matter.  Thus  the  learned  Sixtus  Se- 
nenfis  fays,  it  was  received  by  the  moft  antient  Fathers  among 
other  facred  Scriptures^  for  the  edification  of  the  Qjurch.  See 
above,  Chap.  XXVI.  Numb.  11.  Baronius  and  Simon  judge 
it  for  the  fame  reafon  preferable  to  our  prefent  Greek  copies  rf 
St.  Matthew.  The  mofi  antient  Ecclejiajiical  writers  (lays 
Simon  ^)  have  cited  it  as  the  true  Gafpel  of  St.  Matthew.  Dr.' 
Grabe  was  for  the  fame  reafon  induced  to  his  high  opinion  of 
it,  viz.  becaufe  he  thought  it  was  cited  by  Papias^  Hegefippus^ 
Ignatius^  Clemens  Alexandrinus^  Origen^  and  other s^^  even  for 
the  confirmation  of  the  great  articles  of  Religion  \  But  no  one 
has  been  fo  extravagantly  pofitive,  and  unpardonably  miftaken 
in  this  matter  as  Mr.  Toland  ^,  who  tells  us,  //  was  read  in 
the  Chri/iian  Churches  for  three  hundred  years ^  not  rejeSled  by 
Origen  and  MufebiuSy  but  alledged  as  a  true  Gofpel  by  Papiasy 
Ignatiusy  Clemens  AlexandrinuSy  Juftin  Martyry  Hegefippusy 
and  others.  I'his  therefore  being  the  main  foundation  of  this 
Gofpel's  credit,  will  require  a  more  critical  enquiry ;  and 
this  I  fhall  attempt  by  fhewimg,.  that  not  one  of  thefe  Fathers. 
received  it  with  any  autborityy  but  almojl  every  one  exprefsly  re- 
je£led  it  as  Apocryphal. 

The  firft  is  Papias,  who  is  generally  ejleemed  by  all  thofe  who 
have  wrote  on  thefe  fubjedis  to  have  made  ufe  of  the  Gofpel  of 
the  Hebrews.  Thus  thought  the  learned  Archbifhop  Uflier'' j 
thus  Dr.  Grabe  %.  Fabritius^,  Bifliop  Pearfon?,  and  others. 
Father  Simoi[i  and  Toland  are  more  egregioufly  miftaken  \ 
die  fprmer  afferts  ^y  That  Papias^  who  lived  with  the  difcipUs 
of  the  ApoJileSy  faith y  that  the  hifiory  of  the  woman  accufed  of 
many  fms  before  our  Saviour  is  to  be  read  in  the  Gofpel  that 
was  called  according  to  the  Hebrews;  the  latter*,  that  Ptf- 
pias  alledges  it  as  a  true  Gofpel.    But  in  this  thefe  writers  are 

•  Critic.  Hift.  of  the  New  Tcft.  •  Lib.  cit.  p.  17. 

par.  I.  c.  7.  p.  61.  f  Cod.  ApocNov.  Teftun.  1. 1« 

*"  Spicileg«   Patr.    Saecul.  I.  p.  p.  356. 

24>        "^                   .  '  Vindic.  Ignat.  Eptft.   par.  2. 

c  Nazaren.  chap.io.  p.  78,  &;e.  e.  9.  p.  toi. 

^  In  Epilt.   ad  Smym.  Ignat.  ^  Loc.  jam  cit.  p.  67. 

Not.  23.  p.  4.S.  ^  Lee.  jam  cit. 

all 
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«I1  plainly  miftaken ;  for  there  can  be  nothing  more  evident, 
than  that  they  did  not  rightly  confider  the  words  of  Eufebius, 
which  are  the  foundation  of  their  opinion  5  he  mentions  indeed 
fuch  a  hiftory  as  expounded  by  Papias,  but  then  adds  in  his 
own  words  %  //  is  contained  in  the  Go/pel  of  the  Hebrews  \ 
and  does  not  fo  much  as  intimate  that  Papias  took  it  thence. 
Nothing  therefore  fcems  more  probable,  than  that  this  hiftory 
was  related  by  Papias,  not  out  of  any  book,  but  as  what  he 
had  received  by  tradition.  To  confirm  which  I  obferve, 

I.  That  he  is  called  by  Irenseus  t,  a  difciple  rf  St.  John^  a 

friend  of  Polycarp^  and  an  antient  atithory  and  confequendy 

might  be  very  likely  to  receive  many  true  accounts  and  hifto- 

ries  of  our  Saviour,  which  are  not  in  our  prefent  Gofpels^ 

fuch  as  his  mafter  St.  John  fpeaks  of,  chap.  xxi.  25. 

2.  Papias  himfelf  declares  ^<i  that  be  received  his  accounts  ef 
Chriflianity  from  thofe  wp  itnUotq  yw^fAMv,  who  were  intimately 
acquainted  with  the  Apojlles^  and  that  thefe  accounts^  which  he 
thus  received  from  the  older  Chrifiians^  and  had  committed  t9 
memory y  he  would  infert  in  his  books. 

3.  Add  to  this  what  he  farther  fays  ^,  diat  he  was  veryfoli^ 
titous  to  be  informed  of  every  thing  he  could  by  tradition ^  and 
Jparedno  pains  to  know  what  the  Apofiles  hadfaid  and  preached^ 

valuing  fuch  information  .(as  he  fays}  more  than  what  was 
written  in  books. 

From  all  this  it  is  manifeft,  not  only  that  Papias  did  not  cite 
the  Nazarene  Gofpel,  but  that  be  related  this  hiftory  of  the 
woman  accufed  before  Chrift,  only  as  a  hSt  that  he  had  heard, 
or  received  by  tradition*  I  might  add  here,  that  Papias  can*- 
not  be  fuppofed  to  have  made  ufe  of  this  Hebrew  Gofpel,  be^ 
caufe  he  did  not  underftand  the  language  in  which  it  was 
written,  as  it  feems  not  unreafonable  to  conclude  froni  his  be- 
ing Biftiop  of  Hierapolis  in  Phrygia,  where  every  one  knows 
the  Hebrew  could  not  be  underftood. 

It  may  indeed  be  obje£ted,  that  Papias  mtz^//  ufe  of  a-  Greek 
Verjiort^  andfo  could  make  his  citation  thence ;  and  accordingly 

*  Hift.Ecct.  1.  3.  c.  39.in<fine.       Hill.  Eccl.  1.  3.  c.  39.     la  init. 
^  AcJv,  Hsercf.  1.  5.  c.  ^3.  *  Ibid. 

'  Praefat.  iii  Opp.  apud  Eufeb. 

U  2  I  obferve. 


2^%  JNs  V$rft9n  9ftt  till  Jerome.  TAlur  it. 

I  obfcrvc,  that  father  Simon  fuppoles »,  that  our  Greek  Ferjion^ 
as  he  calls  it,  of  St,  Matthew,  and  many  others^  were  made  out 
of  this  Hebrew  Goffel  very  early  \  even  before  the  Naxarene 
interpolations.  But  in  this  he  is  miftaken ;  it  being  much 
more  probable,  no  Greek  Vcrfion  was  made  of  this  Nazarene 
Gofpcl  before  Jerome's  timej  which,  as  it  will  be  offome 
importance  in  the  following  controverfy,  I  fliall  endeavour  to 
fupport  by  the  following  remarks,  viz. 

Firjiy  There  is  not  the  leaji  intimation  in  all  antiquity  of  any 
fuch  Verfton  before  that  made  by  Jerome. 

Secondly^  Had  there  been  one  made  before  Jerome's,  there 

feems  to  have  been  no  reafon  for  his  being  made^  at  leaft  it  is 

probable  he  would  have  mentioned  it  as  an  imperfe£l  tranf- 

lation ;  as  he  ufually  does  in  other  cafes,  where  he  fpeaks  of 

his  own  tranflations. 

Thirdly^  It  is  probable  enough,  the  Jewijh  Chrijlians  would 
he  cautious  to  prevent  their  Gofpel  being  made  puhlick  :  as  their 
forefathers  were  of  the  books  of  the  Old  Teftament,  who, 
if  I  miftake  not,  kept  an  anniverfary  day  of  humiliation  on 
account  of  the  LXX.  Verfion  being  made.  And  hence 
Jerome  intimates  c,  that  the  Na^arenes  at  Bercea  favoured 
himj  when  they  allowed  him  to  take  a  copy  of  it.  Mr.  Fa- 
britius  therefore  too  haftily  cenfured  Jerome  for  making  a 
tranflation  of  a  book  already  tranflated ;  which,'  fays  he,  Ori- 
gen  and  others  read  before  in  Greek  ^ ;  for  as  I  think  it  at 
leaft  probable  from  what  is  faid,  that  there  was  no  VerAon  of 
it  made  before  Jerome's,  fo  it  does  not  appear,  that  either 
Origen  or  others  read  it  in  Greek,  or  cited  it;  which,  as  I 
have  fhewn  of  Papias,  I  proceed  to  (hew  of  them. 

The  fecond,  who  is  faid  to  have  made  ufe  of  this  Go(peI,  is 
Ignatius,  Biihop  of  Antioch,  who  lived  m  the  beginning  of 
the  fecond  century.  The  paflage,  fuppofed  to  be  by  hfin 
taken  out  of  it,  is  as  follows  ^. 


»  Crit.  Hift.  of  the  New  Teft.  *  Cod.  Apocryph.   Nov.  Tcft. 

part  I.  c;  7.  p.  67..  t.  t.  p.  365. 


*»  Ibid,  c-  9.  p.  78.  «  Epill.  ad  Sinym.  c.  3. 

Above,  chap.  xx.  n.  13. 


Kixl 
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K«i   oT«  Tff^oq  riq  vi^i  Tov  And  when  he  came. to  thofe 

Uircov   ^y^iy,    ifn    ftuVoK,  who  were  with  Peter,  he  laid 

.  fp        1   n    ^ '       /            ^  unto  theniy  Take^  handle  me^ 

^^        ^       ,      »  \    A       /  and  fee  that  I  am  not  an  tncor^ 

itV«>aT0V    xal    fu^uj    aJT8  they  touched  him^  and  believed^ 

ri^QLyroy  xai  t^nVwcav,  xf«-  being  convinced  by  his Jifjh  and 

ri&iyri^  t?   <rd(gx(   aJra  xftt  fpirit* 
ru  Tffyivft,a.ri. 

This  is  generally  faid  by  the  criticks  to  have  been  taken  by 
Ignatius  out  of  this  Gofpel.  So  judged  Baronius  %  Druflus^, 
Valeiius  ^^  Dr.  Grabe  ^^  and  many  others  s  whence  they  have 
formed  a  more  high  opinion  of  the  book.  That  which  per- 
fuaded  them  to  fuppofe  it  taken  thence  is  the  exprefs  af« 
fertion  of  Jerome  to  thi^  purpofe:  (fee  above.  Chap.  XX V» 
Numb.  XXVIII.}  but  this  will  appear  very  improbable  i 
for, 

I.  Ignatius  does  not  make  any  mention  of  this  Gofpel  either  in 
this  J  or  any  other  place  of  thofe  Epiftles^  which  go  under  his 
name ;  and  therefore  it  may  as  well  be  fuppofed  he  cited  what 
he  had  heard,  as  what  he  had  read,  efpecially  if  we  confider 
him  as  one  who  lived  very  near  the  Apoftles'  times,  if  not  in 
them,  and  at  this  time  in  a  troubtefome  joulfney  under  a  guard 
of  foldiers,  and  fp  deftitute  of  his  books  *•  Can  any  one  ima« 
gine,  that  in  this  journey  Ignatius  carried  the  Gofpel  of  the 
Nazarenes,  wrote  in  a  language  which  he  could  fcarce  under* 
ftand,  along  with  him  from  Syria  to  Rome  ?  And  if  he  did 
not,  is  it  not  more  probable,  he  cited  a  paflage  which  he  had 
heard  by  tradition,  than  quoted  it  out  of  this  Apocryphal  GoA 
pel  ?  Nor  am  I  alone  in  this  conjedure.  The  great  Caiau- 
bon  in  the  place  cited,  and  Bifliop  Pearfon ',  fuppofe  the  very 
fame,  viz.  That  Ignatius  did  not  take  the  paffage  out  of  th^ 
Nazarene  Gofpel^  but  referred  to  fome  unwritten  tradition^ 

• 

»  Apud  Cafaub.  Exerc.  p.  497.  «  Eufeb.  Hift.  EccJ.  life,  3.  c. 

'  fc  Obiervat.  Sacr.  lib.  4.  c.  22.       36. 

<  Annot.    in   Eufeb.    lib*  3.  '^  Vindic.  EpUl.  Ignat.  par.  a.  c. 

c.  36.  9.  p.  103,  io4« 

*  Loc,  fup.  cit. 

U  3  which 
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fcr^^i^  Wtf  1  eftifwctrds  inferied  inia  ih£  Hebtew  GsJ^l  attrU 
huttd  to  Matthew.  But  if  this  bo  not  fuflkient,  I  obferve,  aa 
what  feems  indeed  moft  probable } 

2.  That  the  paiFage  above  produced  is  fo  very  little  differ* 
ent  from  the  words  of  St.  Luke,  chap.  xxiv.  39,  that  thefe 
^em  to  have  been  intended  or  referred  to  by  Ignatius^  and 
no  other.    This  will  appear  by  the  comparing  of  them. 

The  words  ofChrifl^  as  they     The  words  of  Chriji^  as  they 
are  in  St  Luke^s  GofpeL  are  in  Ignatius' s  Epijlle. 

^liiri  T^c  ;^£^p^'?  l^^i  ^oLi  rag  AdQerij  r^\ct^<rxri  fM,ty  xai 
tffoQO^q  (AH^  on  oujToq  cyeu  ufAi*  lelsrc,  on  sh  u^i  Jlonf4.oyiOu 
^X»^VaT£    i^ty    xoci    iijkrf)      o(^c(Afjt,oirovm 

The:  Englijb  of  St.  Lute's         The  Englijb  rf  Ignatius's 
words.  words. 

Bobold  my  hands  and    my     Take>  handle  mej  and  fee,| 
feet»  that  it  is  rayfelf ;  handle     that  I  am  not  an  incorporeal 
mcy  and  fee,  for  a  fpirit  hath     fpirit  (or  Dsemon}. 
.Aot  flefli  and  bone$9  as  you 
fee  jose^ve* 

Thefe  two  fentences  are  fo  extremely  alike,  not  only  as  to  the 
^  whole  fenfe  and  defign  of  them,  but  even  as  to  the  very  words^ 

that  If  there  were  no  other  argument,  this  would  of  itfelf  be 
/  fuiEcient  to  prove  the  point  I  am  contending  for.     But  this 

will  be  much  corroborated,  if  we  confider, 
'  Firft,  That  the  Chrijlian  Fathers^  efpecially  the  oldefl^  were 
continually  wont  to  cite  the  Scriptures  memoriter,  1.  /.  by  their 
memories  y  without  confulting  their  copies^  and  fo  not  exprejfing 
the  very  words  of  the  facred  writer  whom  they  cited^  thought  it 
fufficient  to  exprefs  the  fenfe  or  defign  of  the  place.  This  is  evi- 
dent by  a  thoufand  inftances,  and  is  very  well  urged  by  Dr. 
Whitby  ^  againft  Dr.  Mill,  who  has  very  unfiurly  made  their 

•  Examen  variant.  Lcftion.  D.  Millii.  c.  i.  §.  1,*,  &c. 

numrittr 
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niitmriUr  citations  fo  often  to  be  various  le&ions^  or  to  proceed 
from  different  copies*  Nor  can  it  fcem  ftrange,  that  the  Fa- 
thers did  cite  thus,  when  we  fee  the  fame  daily  pra£tifed  by 
the  beft  writers*  Befides,  the  form  of  their  volumes  was 
ivch,  as  occafioned  much  greater  difficulty  to  find  any  paflage 
in  them,  than  it  now  is  in  ours  >•  I  might  add  £2irther,  that 
they  had  not  as  yet  Aeir  books  difttnguiihed  into  chapters  and 
verfes,  as  ours  now  are,  &c. 

Secondly,  That  Ignatius  (as  I  have  obferved)  was  now  on 
a  journey^  under  a  ftriSt  guard  offoldiers^  and  therefore  as  be 
probably  had  not  his  books  with  hiniy  it  is  not  Jirange  hejhould 
give  only  the  fenfe  of  St.  Lukis  wordsy  and  not  alt  the  words 
tbomfehes.  And  this  he,  who  will  be  at  the  pains  to  obferve^ 
may  perceive  in  many  other  citations  in  the  Epiftles  of  Ig^ 
natius* 

Thirdly,  I  obferve,  the  Epiftles  of  Ignatius  are  ftrangely 
corrupted  and  interpolated  fince  their  firft  writing.  This  it 
weir  known,  and  Archbiihop  Ufher  has  abundantly  proved  it, 
and  particularly  in  this  fame  place  b  \  from  whence  I  conclude^ 
that  the  words  here  were  formerly  perhaps  more  like  thofe  of 
Luke  than  they  are  now. 

To  conclude,  many  learned  men  have  imagined  all  theft 
Epiftles  of  Ignatius  to  be  fpurious,  and  the  celebrated  Mr; 
Daille  iias  endeavoured)  from  this  very  place,  to  prove  that 
Aey  are  fo  ^» 

^  See  my  account  of  the  antleht  b  £dtt.  Spiftol.  Ignat.  in  ProIeg« 

ways  of  writing  and  form  of  to-  c.  3»  4. 

Iumc8«  Vindic,  of  St.  Matt.  Gofp.*  «  tontr.  Epift.  Ignat.  lib.  4.  c. 

f.  15.  p.  s$i|  &c.  17.  p«  339>  340, 


U  4  CHAP* 
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CHAP.    XXVIII. 

jf  particular  Proof  that  neither  Jujlin  Martyr^  Hegefippus^ 
Clemens  Jlexandrinus^  Origen^  Eufehius^  nor  Jerome  have 
appealed  to  the  Gofpel  ^fthe  Na%arenes  as  of  any  Authority^ 
but  on  the  contrary  rejedied  itj  as  not  Canonical. 

TH  £  next  who  is  fuppofed  to  have  taken  any  thing  out  of 
this  Gofpcl  is  Juftin  Martyr  *,  viz.  an  account  of  a  fire 
kindled  in  the  river  Jordan^  when  Chri/l  was  baptifed.  Thus 
thought  a  learned  friend  of  Mr.  Dodwell's,  whom  he  has 
n^entioned  in  his  Diflertations  on  Irenaeus^  But  of  this 
there  is  fo  little  probability,  no  Gofpel  being  named  by  Juftin, 
nay  the  paffage  in  Juftin  being  different  from  that  in  the  Na- 
zarene  Gofpel,  that  I  think  it  needs  no  farther  notice,  than  to 
be  confidered  among  thofe  uncertain  fayings  and  hiftories  of 
Chrift,  which  will  be  colId6led  in  the  Jppendix  to  this  volume. 

Hegcfippus  (an  early  writer  of  the  fecond  century)  is  the 
next  who  is  fuppofed  to  have  ufed  it,  and,  according  to  Dr. 
Grabe,  to  have  bad  frequent  recourfe  to  it^ ;  and  Mr.Toland  \ 
to  have  alledged  it  as  a  true  GofpeK  This  they  gather  from  a 
miftaken  tranflation  of  thefe  words  of  Eufebius,  Ex  ^  r^  xa$' 

r^va,  rtSfi«r»r*;  thus  tranflated  byValefius;  NonnuUa  item  ex 
Hebraprum  Evangelioy  tf  Syriacoy  &  ex  Hebraicd  lingua  pro- 
fert  in  medium^  iifc.  But  I  think  much  better  rendered  thus 
in  Englifh,  He  has  difcourfed  or  faid  feme  things  concerning  the 
Hebrew  Gofpel^  and  the  Syriack  and  Hebrew  language ;  for  to 
cite  things  out  of  the  Syriack  and  Hebrew  dialeff  feeqfis  a  very 
bald  and  incongruous  expreffion.  Hence  RufSn  has  tranfl^tec} 
It,  pijeruit  de  Evangeliofecundur^  Hebraos^  t^c.    And  there^ 

a  Dialog.    Gum    Tryph.    Jud.  '  Lib.  ctt.  Saectil.  i.  p.  16,24.* 

p.  315.        '  •*  Nazar.  c.  20. 

DifTert.  IT.   €.  9.  p.  ;o^.  '  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  4..  c.  as. 

fore 
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fore  Eufebius's  words  do  not  imply  that  Hegefippus  cited  it* 
But  fuppofe  they  did,  and  he  really  did  cite  it,  it  does  not  ap- 
pear after  what  manner  he  cited  it ;  and  I  may  as  well  fuppofe 
he  cited  it  to  confute  it,  as  diey  do  that  he  cited  it  for  autho- 
rity, juft  as  Eufebins  tells  us  in  the  next  words,  that  he  men« 
tioned  fome  of  the  traditions  of  the  Jews.  But  if  it  (hould 
not  be  thus,  I  would  fay  Hegefippus  was  a  Nazarene  (as  Mr. 
Toland  would  have  him  to  be),  becaufe  he  was  originally  a 
Jew  ^  \  and  1  cannot  fee  any  authority  or  credit  will  be  pro* 
cured  to  this  Nazarene  Gofpel,  becaufe  a  Nazarene  made  ufe 
of  it. 

Clemens  Alexandrinus  is  another,  from  whofe  citation  oC 
this  Gofpel  the  abovementioned  authors,  would  gain  credit  to 
it  \  but  though  it  is  indeed  cited  in  his  works  b,  yet  this  will 
prove  no  more  favourable  to  their  fcheme,  than  the  former 
inftancess  for, 

1.  He  has  mentioned  it  only  once  in  all  bis  worts ;  viz. 
lib.  2.  p.  380.  Mr*  Toland  ^  refers  indeed  to  a  place  in  the 
firft  book;  but  I  dare  aver  it  is  not  there  mentioned:  but  I 
eafily  fee  how  Mr.  Toland  made  this  miftake ;  he  followed 
^he  falfe  print  of  Dr.  Grabe's  Spicilegium,  p.  26.  •  But  this  is 
no  uncommon  thing  with  him  to  follow  the  midakes  of  the 
prefs.  I  more  wonder  Mr.  Fabritius  fhould  be  guilty  of  the 
fame  in  this  very  inftance.  But  to- return ;  if  Clemens  cited 
this  Gofpel  but  once,  it  is  plain  he  had  no  high  opinion  of  it^ 
or  not  fo  high  as  of  our  prefent  Gofpels,  which  he  appeals  to 
in  almoft  every  page.     But  to  put  an  end  to  the  difpute, 

2.  Clemens  in  fp  many  words  denies  the  authority^  and  at* 
folutely  rejeSls  all  Gqfpeh  hefides  tbofefour  now  received.  This 
he  does  more  than  once  \  fo  in  the  third  book  of  his  Stromata^ 
p.  465  \  and  in  the  fragment  of  his  books  de  Hypotyposy  pre- 
served by  £ufebius<^,  if  thefe  laft  be  his.  . 

3.  I  might  here  add,  that  Clemens  did  not  underjiand  the 
Hebrew  language^  in  which  the  Nazarene  Gofpel  was  written ; 

*  See  Eufeb.  loc.  cit.  as  to  this  pafiag^,  In  his  Nazaren. 
**  See  above,  chap.  xxv.  No.  3,        p.  78. 

*  Amyntor.    p.'  35.      He  has  *  Hift.  Eccl.  1.6.  €.14.. 
fommitttd  the  very  fame  blunder, 

and 
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and  fo  eooM  not  cite  tt ;  nor  could  he  vfe  a  Vcrfion,  thcrt 
being  none  at  that  time  made,  as  has  been  proved* 

After  Clemens  they  reckon  Origen  his  fchc^ar,  as  having 
cited  this  Gofpel  with  regard  to  its  authority.  So  I>r,  Grabe 
would  perfuade  us  a,  tbat  hi  Uoi  tgjiimaniis  9ut  of  it  t$  prroi  tbt 
articles  of  our  faith  |  and  Mr.  Toland  \  that  be  aUedged  it  as 
a  true  GofpeL  But  in  this  they  are  more  notorioufly  miftaken 
than  in  the  former  inftances :  For, 

!•  The  Go/peioftbe  Nazarenes  was  certainly  the  fame  with 
that  according  to  the  Twelve  Apojiles.  This  Dr.  Grabc  and 
Mr.  Toland  both  aflert ;  but  the  Gofpel  according  to  the 
rCv9e\vt  ApoiUes  is  exprcfsly  rejected  by  Origen,  as  Apocry- 
phal, and  placed  among  the  books  of  the  hereticks ;  which 
were  not  to  be  received.  See  the  place  at  large  above,  Chap^ 
VIL  Numb.  V.  Therefdre  Origen  could  not  appeal  to  the 
authority  of  this  Gofpel. 

t.  There  are  feveral  places  in  the  works  of  Origen,  where- 
in he  aflerts,  there  ought  only  four  Go/pels  to  be  received  in  the 
Chmtchj  vis.  thofe  which  we  now  receive.  See  the  places 
cited  in  the  notes  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  ^ 

^  In  both  the  places  where  he  produces  paiT^s  out  of 
Ais  Gofpel,  he  plainly  intimates,  that  he  looked  upon  it  as  of 
very  little  credit.  Hence  he  introduces  them  both  in  the  (amt 
manner;,  the  firft  thus;  Ifsmy  one  will  admit  or  receive  the 
Gojpel  according  to  the  Hebrews^  i^c.  The  fecOnd ;  It  is  writ^ 
ten  in  a  certain  Go/^el^  intitled^  according  td  the  Hebrews,  if 
any  one  be  pkafed  to  receive  it^  not  as  of  any  authority^  but  only 
for  Ulufiration  of  the  prefent  que/Hon^  (^c.  See  the  place  at 
large  above,  Chap.  XXV.  Numb.  IV,  V.  From  all  this  it 
is  evident,  Origen  did  not  efteem  this  Na^rene  Gofpel  as  at 
any  confiderable  value  or  authority  in  the  Church,  but  re|ed« 
ed  it  as  Apocryphal. 

Euiebius  is  the  next  called  in  to  fupport  the  credit  of  this 

f 

•  Lib.  cit.  p.  24.  apud  Eufeb.  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  6.  c.  %$, 

^  Nazaren.  c.  lo.  p.  Se.  &  inPhilocal.  c,  5.  p.  29. 

^  Comment,  in  Maith.  lib.  i. 

Gofpel : 
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€o^el :  He  very  efun  makes  ufi  ofit^  fays  Mr.  Tolands  ^ 
•n  the  contrary  I  afirm,  he  never  once  has  made  ufe  of  it. 
He  places  it  in  the  rank  tf  dubious  Scriptures^  fuch  as  not  only 
the  Epiftles  of  Barnabas,  and  the  Shepherd  of  Hernias,  faith 
Dr.  Grabe  **  j  biU  the  Eptftks.  efjames^  Jude^  and  other  Apof^ 
tks :  On  the  contrary  I  affirm,  be  exprefsly  diftinguijhes  thefi 
fr^m  itj  placing  them  among  the  Scriptures  which  he  calls 
dm)^tyofAhe$^,  1.  e.  doubted  df  by  fime ;  but  this  among  thofe 
which  he  cell  y»&»f,  i.  ^.  fpuriws^  and  ta  be  utterly  rejeiied*.  I 
confefs,  he  a  little  after  places  them  all  under  the  general  title 
ofMTi^»)«^i«MM$  but  the  word  muft  there  be  taken  in  a  more 
extenfive  fignification  than  in  the  former  place,  elfe  Eufebius 
will  not  be  confident  with  himfelf. 

But  if  all  the  reft  fail,  Jerome  muft  make  it  out.  He  fre* 
quently,  fay  they,  appeals  to  this  Gefpel^  and  net  only  fi^  bui 
tranjiated  it  into  Greek  and  Latin:  notwithftanding all  which, 
a  Ktde  obfervation  will  inform  us,  Jerome  had  no  highier  opi- 
nion of  it  than  the  fbrementioned  writers*     For, 

I.  He  exprefsly  faith,  //  was  the  fame  with  the  Gofpel^  in^ 
wW,  according  to  the  Twelve  Apoftles,  above.  Chap.  XXV. 
Numb.  XV.  but  this  he  exprefsly  reje3s  as  Apocryphal^  in 
(tmther  placey  (viz.  above.  Chap.  VII.  Numb.  V.)  and  as  4t 
hook  of  the  bereticksy  wrote  by  men  defiitute  of  the  J^irit  and 
grace  ofGody  without  a  due  regard  to  truth*  See  the  pailage 
at  large  above,  Chap.  VII.  Numb.  IV. 

2.  The  fame  appears /r^w  the  manner  of  his  citing  it  in  fe^ 
veral  of  the  places  ahove^h^n^.  XXV.  For  inftance,  in  Aat 
there  produced,  Num'b.  XV III.  he  introduces  his  citation  thus. 
He  who  will  believe  the  Gofpel  according  to  the  Hebrews^  t^c. 
And  after  the  citation  of  it  in  another  place,  as  alfo  a  paflage 
of  Ignatius,  he  fubjoins,  ^ibus  teflimoniis  ft  non  uteris  ad 
auSloritatemy  ut ere  fait  em  ad  antiquitatem^  fffr.  "  Which  tef- 
**  timonies  though  you  are  not  to  receive  as  of  any  authority, 
"  yet  may  be  regarded  for  their  antiquity,  &c.  <* 


a  Loc.  jam  cit.  ^  Lib.  3.  adv.  Pelag.  in  prin- 

''  Lib.  jam  cit.  p.  16.  cip. 

c  Eufcb.  Hift.Eccl,  1.  3.C.25. 

From 
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From  all  this  it  is  evident,  how  unjuftly  it  has  hitherto  been 
afiereed,  that  thefe  Fathers  cited  or  appealed  to  this  Gofpel^ 
and  with  what  unpardonable  falfehood  Mr.Toland  afierted  its 
being  appealed  to  by  them  in  their  writings  frequently,  as  a 
true  Gofpel  •  Let  him  henceforth  for  ever  ceaie  his  accu&tions 
againft  the  clergy,  or  priefts,  as  he  calls  them,  for  unfair  deal- 
ing aiKl  falfe  quotations,  as  alfo  his  attempts  againft  Cbriftia* 
nity,  unlefs  he  can  produce  fome  better  arguments,  and  pro- 
ceed in  fome  more  honeft  method  to  fupport  them. 


.  C  HA  P.    XXIX. 

Pofitive  Proofs  that  the  Gofpel  of  the  Na%arenes  was  Apocry-^ 
pbaL    It  is  found  in  none  of  the  antient  Catalogues  offacrei 

.  Books.  Never  was  eited^  as  of  Authority.  Never  read  in 
the  Churches*    It  contained  many  things  apparently  falfe  ;  asy 

.  thai  Chrifl  was  a  Sinner  \  was  unwilling  to  he  baptifed^  fcfr. 
Jt  contained  fever al  idle  Stories  \  as  the  Holy  Ghofi  taking 
Chrifl  by  one  of  his  Hairs  into  a  high  ]\4ountain^  ^c.  The 
rich  man  fcratching  his  Head^  i^c.  Things  in  it  later  than 
the  Time  of  their  being  faid  or  done.  The  Jpefgn  of  it^  Made 
cut  of  Matthew.  Its  Age,  Not  equal  in  Authority  with  the 
prefent  Greek.    Made  by  fews.    Of  the  Nazarenes ^ 

AFTER  ha\Mng  fo  largely  fbewn,  what  were  the  fenti- 
ments  of  the  old  Chriftian  writers  concerning  this  He^ 
brew  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes,^  there  may  feem  but  little  necef- 
fity  of  faying  any  thing  farther  to  invalidate  its  authority. 
But  inafmuch  as  there  is  no  other  Apocryphal  piece  which 
hath  been  fo  highly  extolled  as  this,  and  it  has  been  fo  often 
preferred  to  our  prefent  Greek  copies  of  St.  Matthew,  it  can- 
not be  improper,  that,  according  to  my  firft  propofal,  I  pro- 
ceed, 

IV.  To  demonftrate  in  a  more  pofitivp  manner,  that  it 

really  was  afpurious.qnd  Apocryphal  piece. 

This 
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This  is  clear  by  Prop.  IV.  as  not  being  mentioned  in  any  of 
■the  ant  tent  Catalogues;  by  Prop.  V,  as  not  being  cited  by  any 
ffthe  antient  writers  \  by  Prop.  VI.  as  not  being  read  in  any  <f 
the  aJimbH^s  of  the  primitive  Chrijtians.  And  I  here  cannot 
but  take  notice  of  a  moft  notorious  and  villainous  impoilure 
of  Mr«  Toland  ',  who  with  all  the  aflurance  imaginable  afIerts^ 
*That  this  Gofpel  was  pubiicily  read  in  their  Churches  as  authen^ 
tick^for  above  three  hundred  years.  For  this  he  cites  two  paC- 
fiiges  of  St.  Auftin  b ;  in  neither  of  which  there  is  the  leafl  di£. 
tant  intimation  or  infinuation  of  what  he  afTerts :  all  that  he 
lays  is,  that  in  his  time  there  were  fame  very  few  hereticks  called 
NaxareneSy  or  Symmachians^  who  admitted  both  the  circumcijion 
of  the  yewsy  and  the  baptifm  of  the  Chrijiians. 

I  add  now  farther,  that  this  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes  is  to 
be  efteemed  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  VIII.  as  containing  feveral 
things  contrary  to  certainly  known  and  undoubted  truths ;  by 
Prop.  IX.  as  containing  things  trifling  and  felly  ;  by  Prop-  X. 
as  containing  things  later  than  the  time  in  which  it  pretends  t9 
have  been  written. 

I  ihall  prove  each  of  thefe  feparately  : 

I.  The  Gofpel  of  theNazarenes  was  Apocryphal,  becaufe  It 
contained  feveral  things  contrary  to  certainly  known  and  un* 
doubted  truth Sy  by  Prop.  VIII.  I  might  here  inftance  in  a 
great  number  of  particulars  contrary  to  one  or  other  of  our 
prefent  Gofpels :  but  having  not  yet  proved  their  authority, 
I  fliall  omit  thefe  ;  and  to  be  as  juft  in  my  proof  as  I  can,l 
fliall  only  feleft  thofe^  inftances,  which  are  contrary  either  to 
the  generally  agreed  articles  of  the  Chriftian  Religion,  which 
have  been  proved  true  above,  Cor.  II.  Prop.  II.  or  to  more 
flian  one  or  two  of  our  prefent  Gofpels;  whofe  agreement  I 
think  may  be  fairly  enough  urged  (confidered  01  Jy  as  any  other 
common  hiftory)  againft  the  aflertions  of  any  one  particular 
book. 


*  Loc.  jatncit.  p.  j%,  *i>el  in  if  fa  paucitate   perduranU 

^  Contr.  Fauft.    Manich.    lib.       Cantr.  Crelc.  Gram.  1.  i.  c.  31- 
15.  c.  iS.  T.  0pp.  6.   In  exigtui      T.  Opp.  7.  ^ 

I.)  The 
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I.)  The  firft  inibtice  of  this  fort  \vliich  t  affign  18  that  in  the 
paflage  of  Jerome  above  produced,  Chap*  XXV.  Ntunb.  XV. 
where  it  is  (aid,  Tbt  mother  and  brethren  rf  Chriftfpake  t9  him^ 
and  faidj  John  the  Bafttft  baptifes  fer  tie  remiffion  rffinsy  iet 
«!  g9  and  be  baftifed  by  him :  He  [aid  t$  ibim^  In  what  have  I 
finned^  that  I  have  need  to  go  and  be  bapt^edby  bim  f  unUfi  my 
faying  this  proceeds  perhi^s  from  ignorance.  The  meafiitig  of 
dits  paflage  will  be  beft  perceived  from  a  parallel  one  in  ano* 
dier  Apocryphal  book,  intided.  The  Preaching  ofPeter^  here* 
after  to  be  produced  :  in  which  it  was  related  %  ibat  CSnriJt 
confejfed  his  fins^  and  was  compelled^  contrary  to  his  own  incli" 
nations i  by  his  mother  Mary  to  fubnut  to  the  baptifin  o/yohn. 
Now  hence  it  follows, 

Firft,  That  Chriji  was  a  finner  \  at  leafi^  was  doubtful 
whether  he  was  not  fo :  bat  this  is  contrary  to  the  whole  de- 
fign  of  the  Chriftian  fcheme,  vhich  is  entirely  founded  upon 
the  fuppofition  of  Chrift  being  free  from  all  manner  of  fin,  in 
order  to  his  making  atonement  and  the  neceiTary  fatisfa&ion. 
See  2  Cor.  V,  21.    i  Peter  ii.  22.   i  John  iii.  5, 

Secondly,  That  Chriji  was  unwilling  tofubmit  to  the  baptifm 
ofyohn.  But  this  is  contrary  to  the  certain  notions  we  have 
of  Chrift  and  his  condud,  who  never  was  backward  to  obey 
any  of  the  divine  commands.  Befides,  St.  Matthew  fays, 
(chap.  iii.  15.)  he  compelled  John  to  baptife  him\  fo  fiu"  was 
he  from  being  unwilling.  To  which  i^  may  be  worth  adding, 
that  after  this  Gofpel  had  related  the  baptifm  of  Jefus  by  John, 
it  a  little  after  adds,  that  John  was  defirous  to  be  baptifed  by 
Jefus^  and  then  confounding  St.  Matthew's  words,  fays  that 
of  Chrift's  denying  John  baptifm,  which  St.  Matthew  fays  of 
John's  denying  Chrift  baptifm,  and  makes  Chrift  to  give  that 
as  a  reafon  for  his  not  baptifing  John,  which  St.  Matthew 
(ays  he  gave  as  a  reafon  for  his  being  baptifed  by  John.  For 
fo  the  words  of  it  are  related  by  Epiphanius,  (above,  Chap. 
XXV.  Numb.  XI.)  John  fell  down  before  him  and  faidy  0 
Lordy  I  pray  thee  baptife  me  :  but  he  hindered  bim^fayingy  that 
it  is  fo  fit  all  things  JhouU  be  fulfilled  \    on  which   that 

•  Tra£l.  d^  non  iterand.  Baptifm.  ad  caJc.  0pp.  Cypriani. 

Father 
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Father  juftly  ceitfiires  chat  GofpeL  for  falfehndj  diforder^  and 
confujion. 

2.)  Thti  next  ioftance  of  falfehood  I  obferVe  in  that  Goipel 
is  that  hiftory  related  byJefooie>  (above^  Chap^  XXV.  Namb« 
XIV. }  concerning  yame$*s  oathy  that  be  'WouU  not. eat  hread 
from  that  hour  in  which  he  drank,  the  cup  of  the  Lord^  till  be 
JhouH  fee  the  Lord  rifenfrom  the  dead^  isfc.    This  is  net  only 
an  idle  fable,  but  contrary  t0  known  fad ;  for  it  has  been  long 
a  very  juft  obfervation,  that  as  our  Lord's  Difciples  feem  to 
have  bad  few  higher  expeSfations  from  him  than  the  advance'^ 
ments  of  a  temporal  kingdom  ^\  fo  thej  either  did  not  beltrve^  of 
hut  faintly  believe^  that  he  Jhould  be  put  to  death^  and  rife  again^ 
As  to  their  difbblief  of  his  refurre6Hon  (which  is  all  I  have  to 
do  with  now),  the  matter  is  very  eafily  gathered  from  the  whole 
condutS  of  the  Apoftks  before  his  crucifixion,  but  efpecially 
from  the  relations  of  our  Evangelifts  of  what  happened  after- 
wards.    So  Mark  tells  us,  that  when  Mary  Magdalen  had 
.  ften  him  after  his  rtfurreSiion^  Jhe  told  his  Difciples  that  he  was 
alive  ^  and  had  been  feen  of  her  \  but  they  believed  her  not  ^ ;  as 
alfo,  when  two  of  the  Apoflles  had  feen  him^  and  affirmed  it  to 
the  reft^  tlwy  did  not  believe  them  * ;  and  that  upon  Chrift's  ap^ 
pearing  to  them  all  affembled^  he  upbraided  them  for  their  un-* 
belief  and  hardnefs  of  heart,  ^ecaufe  they  believed  not  them 
which  had  feen  him  after  he  was  rifen^'.     St.  Luke  expreiles 
this  (bmewhat  more  ftrongly,  viz.  that  when  report  was  made 
to  the  Apoftles  of  Chrift*s  refurreftion,  The  words  of  them 
(who  related  it)  feemed  to  them  as  idle  tales^  and  they  believed 
them  not  ^  And  St.  Johii^  fpeaking  of  himfelf  and  Peter  ^,  faith. 
They  knew  not  the  Scripture  as  yety  that  Chrift  muft-rife  again 
from  the  dead.    Now  after  fuch  plain  teftimonles,  there  is  not 
any  room  left  to  queftion  the  truth  of  the  faft,  which  by  con- 
fequence  demonftrates  the  falfehood  of  the  Nazarene  Gofpel, 
which  fuppofes  the  Apoftle  James,  not  only  before  Chrift 
died,  to  be  perfuaded  of  his  death,  but  alio  to  be  very  pofitiv(^ 


*  See  my  Vindic.  o^  Matthew,  **  V*  14, 

c.  12,  p.  117,  1x8,  •  Ch.  xxlv.  It. 

"  Chap«  xvl.  9,  xo,  II.  ^  Ch(.xx.  9. 
c  V.  II,  »3. 

in 
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in  his  belief,  both  before  his  cnicifixioA  and  afterwards,  dut 
he  ihould  rife  again* 

3.)  To  the  two  former  may  be  added  the  account  Jerome 
more  than  once  gives  us  out  of  it,  that  at  our  Saviour's  cruci- 
fixion a  large  lintel^  or  beam  of  the  temple  (fee  above.  Chap. 
XXV.  Numb.  XXIV,  XXV.)  was  rent  andfeU  dowtiy  con* 
trary  to  three  of  our  Evangelifts,  who  iay,  this  happened  to 
the  veil  of  the  temple  ^  at  that  time* 

2*  I  argue  farther,  that  this  Hebrew  Gofpel  was  Apocry- 
phal by  Prop.  IX.  as  it  contained  f ever al  ludicrous  and  triJUng^ 
or  filly  and  fabulous  relations*  Such  certainly  is  that  (referred 
tto  by  Oxigen  above.  Chap.  XXV.  Numb.  IV.  and  Jerome, 
Numb.  XVIII.  as  alfo  Numb.  XVIL)  concerning  Chriffs 
faying^  that  his  mother^  the  Holy  Ghofl^  laid  hold  of  him  by  one 
of  his  bairsy  and  carried  him  into  the  great  mountain  Thabor^ 
t^c.  And  that  of  the  Holy  Ghoft's  faying.  My  Sony  during 
all  the  time  of  the  Prophets  I  was  waiting  for  theCy  that  I  might 
reft  upon  thecy  for  thou  art  my  reft\  mentioned  by  Jerome, 
Numb.  XVI.  Such  is  that  of  the  rich  man^s  fcratching  bis 
heady  when  Chrift  bad  him  fell  all,  and  give  to  the  poor,  men- 
tioned by  Origen,  Numb.  V. 

3.  It  may  be  farther  proved  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  X.  as  it 
contained  things  later  than  the  times  of  their  being  faidy  or  in 
which  it  pretended  to  be  written*  Such  feems  to  me  that  de- 
claration faid  to  be  made  by  our  Saviour  above,  (Chap.  XXV. 
Numb.  XII.)  that  he  came  to  abolijh  all  facrificeSy  and  denounce 
the  wrath  of  God  upon  all  thofe  who  did  facrifice*  It  is  certain 
from  the  whole  of  our  Saviour's  condudl,  that  he  was  more 
careful  than  to  give  any  fuch  offence  to  the  Jews,  and  purpofe- 
ly  declined  all  fuch  exprefs  oppodtion  to,  and  abolifiiment  of, 
the  Mofaick  oeconomy,  as  in  feveral  other  inftances  is  obvious 
to  obferve.  I  take  this  therefore  to  be  the  forgery  of  a  peribn, 
who  lived  not  only  after  our  Saviour's  time,  but  even  after 
the  time  of  St.  Matthew's  writing,  when  the  controverfy  was 
hot  between  the  Gentile  and  Judaifmg  Chriftians.     Such  alfo 

*  Mat.  xxvii.  51.    Mark  xv.  38.    Lukexxili.  45. 

feems 
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feems  to  me  that  compellation,  with  which  our  Saviour  ad- 
drefies  htmfelf  to  James  (in  that  paiTage  of  Jerome^  Ni|mb. 
XIV. )  Mi  frater,  my  brother \  a  title  not  known  to  be  given 
by  our  Saviour,  nor  in  thofe  early  times  when  St.  Mat- 
thew wrote,  but  afterwards  very  common  among  the  Chrif- 
tians. 

Thus  much  may  fuffice  to  prove  the  Gofpel  of  the  Naza- 
renes  Apocryphal  \  I  (hall  conclude  with  a  fhort  account, 

V.  Of  what  feems  moft  probable  to  me,  of  the  nature  and 
defign  of  this  famous  booky  with  fame  Jhort  account  of  the  hereticks 
who  received  it. 

I  take  it  to  have  been  an  early  tranjlation  of  the  Greek  Gof 
pel  of  St,  Matthew  into  Hebrew^  with  the  addition  of  many  fa^ 
hulous  relations  and  erroneous  doSirines^  compofed  in  the  name  of 
the  Twelve  Apojiles^  by  fome  convert  or  converts  to  Chrijiianity 
among  the  j^ews,  who  with  their  profejjion  of  Chriji  retained 
their  zeal  and  affedionfor  the  law  of  Mofes^  zuith  the  mofi  pre- 
pojierous  and  abfurd  notions  concerning  Chrifl  and  the  Chrijlian 
religion. 

Th^  feveral  parts  of  this  hypothecs  will  appear  by  the 
following  aphorifms. 

I.  The  Gofpel  of  St,  Matthew  was  originally  written  in 
Greeky  and  not  in  Hebrew.  This  I  having  fo  largely  proved 
in  another  book  (hall  take  here  for  granted.  See  Vindication 
of  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel,  Chap.  XVII,  XVIII,  XIX. 

2..  73!^^/  the  Nazarene  Gofpel  was  compiled  out  of  St.  Mat- 
thew's is  very  evident^  becaufe  it  is  fo  frequently  called  by  his 
name  (as  above),  which  cannot  be  imagined  to  have  happened 
upon  any  other  fuppofition,  firice  there  was  another  Gofpel  ex- 
tant under  his  name.  One  remark  I  have  itiade  out  of  a  Frag- 
ment of  it  in  Epipljianius,  Chap,  preced.  Numb.  XI.  which 
feems  to  me  to  denion(tEate,  that  it  was  made  out  of  St.  Mat- 
thew's Greek.  For  whereas  in  this  we  read,  chap.  iii.  4. 
That  John 'the.  Baptiji's  food  in  the  wildernefs  was  oix^ilis  xa* 
jw'x*  ay^w*,  i.  e.  locufls  and  wild  honey  \  infttad  thereof  in  the 

Vol.  L  X  Nazarene 
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Kazarcnc  Gofpd  wc  read)  his  foed  was  fjAu  Ay^iot  w  ^  ywrn  3» 
r^  M^n«  ftr?  lynfiii  tviU  honey ^  whofe  tajt^  was  like  manna^  or 
cakes  made  with  honey  and  oiL  Now  foralhiuch  as  it  is  cer- 
taina  that  Idcufts  were  a  very  common  food  in  thofe  Eaftem 
countries,  as  is  undeniably  [proved  by  Bochart  %  and  fuch  food 
fecms  very  agreeable  to  the  reft  of  John's  way  of  life,  it  is 
i?ut  reafonabk  to  conclude  our  prefent  Greek  reading  (viz. 
aK^ih^)  to  be  tbe  true  iind  authentic  one;  and  if  fo,  then  it  is 
evident  that  this  Nazarene  Gofpel  was  a  tranflation  of  St 
Matthew's  Greek,  and  that  the  Tranflator  read  iyx^\h<i  inftead 
of  %Kpii,  and  being  a  Jew,  accuftomed  to  the  ufe  of  the  Sep- 
tuagi.nt  Greek  Bibles,  very  probably  was  led  thereto  by  the 
Septuagint  tranflation  of  thofe  words,  Exod.  xvi.  31.  To  ^ 
ywyiOL  avrB  us  tyx^U  U  /xsXiTt,  or  as  ft  is  in  Num.  xi.  8.  Km  h  n 
i)M  etvr^  uaii  ytvfAa  lyxfU  i|  tA»^'t)*  And  this  by  the  way  feems 
a  very demonftrative  proof,  that  St.  Matthew's  prefent  Greek 
"was  not  a  tranflation  out  of  Hebrew,  feeing  there  was  no  pof- 
"fibility  of  fuch  a  tniftake  in  reading  the  Hebrew  word,  as  to 
tranflate  it  oTx^t^K,  where  it  ought  to  have  been  tranflated 

syK^hhu 

3;  That  it  pretended  to  be  made  by  the  Twelve  Apoftles, 
is  evident  from  its  hearing  that  title ;  a^  alfo  from  a  pafiage  of 
that  Fragment  in  Epiphanius,  (which  is  above,  Numb.  XI  ) 
where  we  read,  there  was  a  certain  man  named  yefusy  about 
thirty  years  of  age ^  who  chofe  us  to  he  bis  jfpojlles  :  where  it 
is  plain  the  writer  fpeaks  in  the  name  of  them  all,  or  at  leafl: 
of  feveral ;  juft  as  in  the  pretended  Conftitutions  of  the  Apof- 
tl^,  we  continually  read  of  exhortations  and  commands  given 
in  the  name  of  ^11  the  Apoftles.  Nor  do  I  know  any  reafon 
fof  difputing  whether  it  bore  this  title,  fave  only  that  Beda  is 
fuppofed  to  diftinguiih  between  the  Gofpel  of  the  Hebrews^ 
and  the  Gcfpel  According  to  the  Twtehe  JpoJUes^  in  the  place 
^above  cited,  Chap«  XXVI»  Numb.  I.  See  the  paflTage  at 
length  in  Sixtus  Seneniis^i^ :  but  upon  a  HtxiSt  enquiry  I  do 


•  Hierozoic*  par.  a.  1.  4.  c.  7.      thexv. 

.See  alio  Sir  Norton   Knatchbuirs  *  Biblioth.  Sanft.  1.  2.  p.  64* 

Annotations  oh  that  j)lacc  of  Mat-      ad  voc.  Hebraeoram. 

not 
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not  perceive  that  Beda  has  at  all  diftinguiflied  them,  but  ra* 
ther  that  JDr.  Grabe  ^,  and  Mr.  Fabritius  ^  are  tniftaken  in 
fuppoilng  he  did. 

4*  Tloat  it  was  a  very  early  compofure^  I  make  no  doubt, 
from  the  early  mention  we  have  of  it.  It  is  not  improbable 
(as  I  have  fald)  that  it  was  referred  to  by  St.  Paul  in  his 
Epiftle  to  the  Galatians,  which  was  written  about  the  year  of 
Chrift  LVII  or  LVIII.  It  was  undoubtedly  extant  in  the 
beginning  of  the  fecond  century  ;  though  nothing  feems  more 
abfurd  than  Dr.  Grabe's  opinion,  that  it  was^  written  before 
St.  Matthew  wrote  his.  It  is  like  fuppofmg  the  child  born 
before  his  father. 

5.  That  it  had  in  it  many  idle  and  fabulous  y  as  well  as  falfe 
end  erroneous  relations^  is  largely  proved  already.  Thefe  are 
fo  many,  and  fo  very  notorious,  that  1  wonder  how  Father 
Simon  could  have  fo  high  an  opinion  either  of  thefe,  or  the 
Gofpel  that  contained  them.  Can  any  one  unprejudiced  give 
the  preference  to  fuch  a  heap  of  fables  and  contradi6tioDS, 
above  St.  Matthew's  plain  and  confiftent  accounts  \ 

But  becaufe  that  learned  writer  was  fofar  prejudiced  in  fa- 
vour of  this  Hebrew  Gofpel,  as  to  prefer  it  to  the  Greek  of 
St.  Matthew^  even  with  all  thefe  differences^  I  would  argue  a 
little  upon  his  own  hypothefis  againft  him.  Suppofe,  then, 
our  Greek  copies  of  St.  Matthew  were  really  a  tranflation 
out  of  the  Hebrew,  in  which  that  Apoftle  firft  wrote ;  how 
came  it  to  pafs  that  the  Greek  tranflation  fhould  be  fo  very 
different  from  its  original,  as  it  is  in  every  one  of  the  remain- 
ing paflages  ?  This  difference  cannot  be  fuppofed  to  have 
happened  but  upon  one  of  thefe  two  following  accounts  \  viz. 
either, 

Firfl,  Becaufe  the  Verfion  was  made  when  the  Hebrew 
original  was  more  pure,  and  ^^X.  thefe  additions  were  made 
by  the  Naxarenes  afterwards 3  ..or, 

*  Spicileg.  Patr.  Secul.  L  t.  1.  ,.^  .Cod.  Apocryph.  Nov.  Teft. 
p.  x6.  '  par.  1.  p.  351. 

X  2  Secondly, 
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Secondly,  Becaufe  the  author  of  the  Greek  Vcrfion  epito- 
mifed  it,  and  altered  it  according  to  his  own  mind. 

Father  Simon  *,  according  as  it  ferved  his  purpofe,  fuppo&s 
both  thefe,  though  moft  evidently  contradictory  to  each  other; 
feeing  the  difFerence  could  not  proceed  from  both  caufes. 
But  whichfoever  of  them  we  fuppofe  true,  will  overthrow  his 
hypothefisi  for  if  we  fay  the  firft^  viz.  that  the  Greek  Verfion 
was  made  before  the  Nazarene  additions^  it  follows,  their  Gof- 
pel  muft  now  be  efteemed  Apocryphal,  becaufe  the  alterations 
and  additions  were  fo  great,  as  not  to  have  left  fcarce  any 
thing  of  St.  Matthew  remaining  :  for  there  is  not  one  of  all 
the  Fragments  now  extant,  but  differs  from  St.  Matthew's 
Greek ;  which,  according  to  the  fuppofition,  is  pure  and  per- 
fe£t,  being  made  before  the  Nazarene  alterations.  Jfhefay 
the  latter^  viz.  that  the  difference  proceeds  from  the  fault  of  the 
Greek  tranjlator ;  then  I  anfwer,  that  this  fuppofes  the  things 
in  which  the  Nazarene  Gofpel  differs  from  St.  Matthew's 
Greek,  to  be  good  and  ufeful ;  which  is  contrary  to  what  has 
been  above  proved. 

6.  This  Hebrew  Gofpel,  or  tranflation  of  St.  Matthew's 
Greek  into  Hebrew,  with  the  foremcntioned  additions  and 
interpolations, y^f/wj  to  have  been  made  by  fome  convert  JewSy 
to  favour  their  notions  of  mixing  fudaifm  and  Chrijiianity  to* 
gether.  That  there  was  very  early  fuch  a  fort  of  perfons  of 
the  Jewifh  nations,  who  were  for  uniting  their  old  religion 
with  the  new  one  of  Chrifl,  is  evident  from  a  great  part  of 
St.  Paul's  Epiftles;  three  of  which  feem  purpofely  to  be 
written  againft  them ;  viz.  That  to  the  Romans^  Galatiansy 
and  Hebrews^  '  That  thefe  were  principally  delighted  with 
the  Gofpel  intitled.  According  to  the  Hebrews  {a  fxdxirat 
*E^^«»ft>»  6t  row  x^*ro»  wA^xh^eifAtvot  ;ija»ptf<r»),  we  are  cxprcfsly  affured 
by  Eufebius^,  as  well  as  by  many  other  antient  writers.  Of 
this  Gofpel  they  had  fo  prodigioufly  great  an  opinion,  that 
for,  the  fake  of  it  they  contemned  and  rejeSfedall  others^  and  only 


»  See  his  Crit.  Hift.  of  N.  T.  ^  Hiftor.  Ecclef.  Hb.  3.  c.  25. 

part  I.  c.  7,9. 

made 


CHAP.  XXIX.     Concerning  the  Nazarenes^  kc. 


309 


made  ufe  of  this :  fo  we  are  told  by  Irenaeus  *,  Eufebius  ^^  and 
others.  Now  hence  it  feems  undeniably  to  follow,  that  there 
were  in  this  Gofpel  feveral  things  which  favoured  their  pecu- 
liar notions,  and  confequently  that  it  was  made  by  fome  Chrif- 
tianifed  Jew,  or  rather  Judaifing  Chriftian  *=. 

That  which  remains  is  only  to  give  fome  brief  account  of 
the  Nazarenes,  who  ufed  this  Gofpel. 

They  are  faid  by  Epipbanius  to  have  arofe  from  fome  Chrif 
tian  Jews^  who  went  from  Jerufalem  to  Pella^.  It  is  very 
uncertain  why  they  were  called  by  this  name.  He  who  has  a 
mind  may  fee  a  plaufible  account  in  Dr.  Mangey's  Anfwer  to 
Mr,  Toland^s  Nazarenus^  c.  viii.  Out  of  thefe  fprang  the 
Ebionites,  who  had  in  a  great  meafure  the  fame  opinions  with 
the  Nazarenes  *,  and  yet  are  made  two  diftinft  fefts  by  Epi- 
phanius.  The  truth  is,  they  are  fo  confounded  by  that  Fa- 
ther, that  one  can  fcarce  tell  how  to  give  any  clear  account  of 
them.  But  to  do  it  in  the  beft  manner  I  can,  I  fhall  give  the 
reader  an  abftra£t  out  of  Irenaeus,  Eufebius,  and  Epiphanius, 
in  the  foUowir^  manner. 


Concerning  the  Nazarenes. 

I.  They  maintained  the 
perpetual  obligation  of  the 
law  of  Mofes,  and  differed 
only  from  the  Jews,  in  that 
they  profeffed  the  name  of 
Chrift,  and  urged,  as  necef- 
fary,  the  ufe  of  facrifices,  cir- 
cumcifion,  &c.  ^ 


Concerning  the  Ebionites. 

I.  They  obliged  them- 
felves  to  the  obfervation  of  all 
things  commanded  in  the  law 
of  Mofes,  fuch  as  facrifices, 
circumcifion,  &c.  profeffed 
enemies  to  St.  Paul  and  his 
writings,  becaufe  he  wrote  fo 
warmly  againft  the  law  ^. 


2.  They  denied  the  Divi-  2.  They  all   looked  upon 

nity  of  Chrift,  afferting  him     Chrift   as  a  mere  creature  ; 


*  Adv.  Haeref.  1.  1.  c.  26.  feb.  Hlft.  Ecclefiaft.  lib.  3.  c.  5. 
^  Eccl.  Hlft.  1.  3.  c*.  27.    .  *  Epiph.  Haeref.  29.  §.  i. 

'  This  would  probably  admit  no  '  Id.  §,  7. 

doubt,  if  more  ot  it  had  been  pre-  «  Iren.  adv.  Haeref.  lib.  i.  c.46. 

iei^ed.  Eufeb.  1.  3.  c.  27.    Epiph.  Haer. 

*  Haeref.  29.  §.7.     SecalfoEu-  30.  §.  i,  2. 

X  3                                        to 
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tb  be  a  mere  man;  fo  we 
read  in  Theodoret,  that  they 
looked  upon  htm  only  as  a 
jnft  and  good  man.  Haer. 
Fab.  1.  ii.  c.  2.  * 


The  Nazarenes  and 


PART  n. 


3.  They  ufed  the  GoTpel 
according  to  Matthew  in  the 
Hebrew,  moft  entire,  accord- 
ing to  Epiphanius,  who  adds, 
that  he  was  uncertain  whe- 
ther they  had  taken  away  out 
of  it  the  genealogy  from  A- 
braham  to  Chrift,  or  no  "^t 


fome  afierting  him  a  mere 
man,  born,  as  other  men,  of 
Jofeph  and  Mary**.  Others 
confeffed  him  to  have  come 
from  Heaven,  but  taiade  before 
all,  and  being  a  fuperangelical 
Creature,  had  the  dominion  of 
alP. 

3*  They  made  ufe  <^  St. 
Matthew's  GoTpel  alone  %  and 
that  in  Hebrew  ^  iut  accord-^ 
ing  to  EpiphaniuSf  not  entire, 
but  corrupted  and  adulterat- 
ed ',  and  took  away  the  ge- 
nealogy from  it  ^,  and  be- 
gan their  Gofpel  with  thefe 
words  ;  jfnd  it  came  to  pafs  in 
the  days  of  Herod  *,  &c. 


It  is  plain  therefore,  that  there  was  a  very  great  agreement 
between  thefe  two  antient  fe(Sls ;  and  though  they  went  under 
different  names,  yet  they  feem  only  to  differ  in  this,  that  the 
Ebionites  had  made  fome  additions  to  the  old  Nasarene  fyl^ 
tern  \  for  Origen  exprefsly  tells  us  ^,  Ka*  *i&wfmo%  x^^fMri^ww 

lil  dtro  *lti^aiuf  to¥  *lviayp  ii  X^irov  vafa^ticUfMvoi,  They  Were  culled 

EbioniteSf  who  from  among  the  Jews  own  Jefm  to  he  the 
Chrift,  And  though  Epiphanius  feems  to  make  their  Gof^ 
pels  different,  calling  one  mXi>ipir»Tof,  moil  entire,  the  other  ^ 
mfXti^r^roh  not  entire,  yet  this  need  not  move  us  ;  for  if  the 


*■  Epiphanius  irnleed  was  uncer- 
tain ot  it  J  but  the  matter  cannot  be 
<{ueftioned  by  any  who  read  what 
he  hath  wiote.    Haer.  29.  §.  7,  &c. 

b  Eufeb.  Hift.  Ecclef.  lib.  3. 
c.  27.  and  Haer.  30.  $.  2. 

c  Haer.  30.  §.  3. 

*  Haerefl  29.  §.  9. 

*  Iren.adv.  Hsref.  Hb,  i.  c.26. 


'  Eufeb.  Hift.  Ecclef.  lib.  3t 
c.  27. 

*  Hxref*  30.  §-13-  , 
»»  Ibid.      . 

»  Ibid. 

*  Contr.  Celf.  lib.  2,  p.  $6^ 
See  the  fame  alio  Epift.  Hier.  ad 
Auguftin.  Vid.  Spencer.  Anno- 
tation, in  loc,  Orig.  p.  33>  34» 

learned 
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learned  Calaubon's  conjecture  ihould  not  be  right,  that  we 
fimld  read  the  fame ^  viz.  »  vXnpes-ctrof,  in  both  places  ^  (which 
yet  is  very  probable  for  any  thing  Father  Simon  has  proye4 
to  the  contrary):  yet  will  the  difficulty  be  all  removed  at  once 
by  this  fingle  confideration,  that  Epiphanius  never  faw  any 
Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes ;  for  though  he  calls  it  'm'hi^irar^h  y^% 

he  himfelf  fays,  vx  o?J^  li  il  x«»  rat  ytna>My\»i  'Qri^ia^v  \  that  he 

did  not  know  whether  they  had  taken  away  the  genealogy  as  the 
Ebionites  bad  done^  i.  e.  having  never  feen  the  Nazarene  Gof- 
pd,  for  ought  he  knew,  it  might  be  the  very  fame  with  that 
of  the  Ebionites,  as  indeed  it  moft  certainly  was. 


CHAP.    XXX; 

The  Mis  of  Paul  and  Thecla  extant  in  the  Bodleian  Library^ 
and  publijhed  by  Dr.  Grabe.  A£ls  of  Paul  a  different  Book. 
Thefe  falfely  fuppofed  by  Dr.  Mill  to  be  wrote  by  faithful 
Chrijiians^  A.  D.  LXIX.  to  fupply  the  Defers  of  Luke's 
Hifiory  of  the  ApofiUs*  A£ls.  A  filly  Forgery  rejeSied  by  all 
the  Antients  who  name  it.  The  Preaching  of  Paul  and  Pe^ 
ter  one  Book.  A  Book  under  the  Name  of  Paul.  The  Ana^. 
baticon  or  Revelation  of  Paul  generally  thought  to  have  been 
two  B^oks.  Ariduulous  Blunder  of  Mr^  Toland*Sj  relating 
to  it.  Proved  byfeveral  Arguments  to  be  only  different  Titles 
of  the  fame  Book.  A  Conje^ure  concerning  a  Paffage  of  Ter- 
tulliany  wherein  he  refers  to  this  Book.  The  Title  of  a  Re- 
velation under  the  Name  of  Paul  now  extant  in  a  AfanU" 
fcript  in  the  Library  of  Aferton  College  at  Oxford. . 

Numb.  XLIII.  The  ACTS  of  PAUL  and  THECLA. 

THESE  are  mentioned  by  TertuUian,  and  from  him  by 
Jerome,  and  afterwards  by  Gelafius. 

•  See  this  conjefture  in  his  Ex-  Critic.  Hift.  of  the  New  Teft.  par. 

crcitations    againft    Baronius>    ad  i.  c.  7.  p.  65,     Fabrit.  Cod.  A- 

Ann.  Chrifti  XXXIV.   N.    165.  poc.  N.  T.  par.  i.  p.  369. 
P*  4-S6.    It  is  reje^led  by  Simon,  ^  Hseref.  29.  in  fine. 

X  4  I.  Tertullian^ 


3X2 
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X.  TertullianS  in  his  Treatife 

Quod  fi  qui  Pauli  perperam 
fcripta  legunt,  exemplum 
Theclae  ad  licentiatn  mulie- 
rUm  docendi  tingendique  de* 
fendunt)  fciant  in  Aiia  pref- 
byterum  qui  earn  Scripturam 
conftruxit,  quafi  titulo  Pauli 
de  fuo  cumulans,  convidum, 
atque  confefTum,  id  fe  amore 
Pauli  fecifle,  loco  difceffifTe. 


2.  Jerome,  in  his 

Periodos  Pauli  et  Theclae,  et 
totam  baptifati  leonis  fabulam, 
inter  Apocryphas  Scripturas 
computamus.  Quale  cnim 
eft,  ut  individuus  comes  A- 
poftoli  inter  cacteras  ejus  res 
hoc  folum  ignoraverit  ?  Sed 
ct  TertuUianus,  vicinus  eo- 
rum  temporum,  refert  Pref- 
byterum  quendam  in  Afia, 
ff'jm^olrviv,  u  e.  amatorem  Pauli, 
conviflum  apud  Joannem 
quod  au£lor  eflet  libri,  et 
confeffum  fp  hoc  Pauli  amore 
feciife,  et  loco  excidifle* 


»  Cap.  17. 


of  Baptifm,  mentions  it  thus. 

But  if  any  read  the  Apocry- 
phal Books  of  Paul,  and  de- 
fend the  right  of  women  to 
preach  and  baptife,  by  the 
example  of  Thecla^  let  them 
confider,  that  a  Prelbyter  of 
Afia,  who  forged  that  book, 
and  adorned  his  performance 
with  the  title  of  Paul,  was 
convidled  (6f  the  forgery), 
and  confefled  that  he .  did  it 
out  of  refpeft  to  Paul,  and 
thereupon  left  his  place. 

Life  of  Luke  ^ 

The  Ms  of  Paul  and,Thetla^ 
and  the  whole  Jiory  of  the  hap* 
tifed  lion^  I  reckon  among  the 
Apocryphal  Scriptures ;  for 
what  fort  of  thing  muft  it  be, 
which  the  conftant  companion 
of  the  Apoftle  fhould  be  ig« 
norant  of,  and  no  other  thing 
which  he  did  f  But  Tertul- 
lian,  who  lived  near  thofe 
times,  relates,  that  a  certain 
Prefbyter  of  Afia,  an  admirer 
of  Paul,  being  convi£led  by 
St.  John,  that  he  was  the  au* 
thor  of  the  book,  confefied 
that  he  did  it  out  of  love  to 
Paul,  and  fo  left  his  place. 

*  Catal.  vir.  illuft.  in  Luca. 


3«  Gelafius, 
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3.  Gelafius,  in  his  decree. 

Liber,  qui  appellatur  A£tus  The  Book,  which  is  called 
Theclae  et  Pauli>  Apocry-  The  jf£fs  of  Thecla  and  Paut^ 
phus.  is  Apocryphal  *. 

I  need  not  be  at  much  pains  here  in  making  any  critical 
remarks  on  this  book.  The  learned  Dr.  Grabe  has  lately 
publifhed,  out  of  a  manufcript  in  the  Bodleian  library,  a  book 

intitled,  M«^Ti/^tov  t^c  ay\a,i  Kou  u^^a  mpcrrofjMfrv^^f  xal  aVo5*o\tt 

eixXa^y  The  Martyrologyj  or  A£is  of  the  pious  and  celebrated 
firft  Martyr^  and  Jpoftle  Thecla  >».  This  he  believes  '  to  be 
the  very  fame  with  the  Afls  of  Paul  and  Thecla,  mentioned 
by  TertuUian,  Jerome,  and  Gelafius  \  and  indeed  there  is  this 
good  argument  to  fupport  his  opinion,  that  what  Tertulliaa 
faith  was  urged  out  of  thefe  A(fts,  viz.  the  example  of  Thecla^ 
to  countenance  the  praSfice  of  women's  preaching  and  baptijing^ 
is  to  be  found  in  this  manufcript  which  he  has  publijhed\  fee 
p.  114,  116,  &c.  I  muft  therefore  look  upon  this  as  a  boo]c 
extant,  and  fo  (hall  defer  the  confideration  of  it  to  the  next 
volume  of  this  work,  where  I  defign  (God  willing)  to  pro- 
duce  this  and  other  fuch  pieces  now  extant,  in  their  original 
languages,  with  an  Engliib  tranflation. 

Numb.  XLIV.  The  A  C  T  S  of  P  A  U  L. 

Concerning  this  old  Apocryphal  piece,  we  have  but  very 
little  that  is  certain  now  left.     It  is  mentioned ; 

I.  By  Origen,  giving  a  defcription  of  Chrift  *• 

Unde  et  reSe  mihi  difl:us  vi-     Wherefore  that  ikying  feems 
dctur  fermo  ille,  qui  in  Afti-     to  me  right,  which  is  written 

*  Mr.   Toland    (Amyntor.    p.  book  mentioned  in  cither  place. 

30.)  has  the  goodnels  to  rcter  us  to  **  Spicileg.  Patr.  Sccui.  I.  t.  1. 

a  place  in  St.  Auftiii,  and  another  p*  95* 

in  Epiphanius,  where  thefe  Afts  are  *  I^>id.  p.  90,  95. 

mentioned  :  but  I  muft  do  him  the  ^  Lib.  i.  Ilipt  a^;^w9»  parum  ab 

jultice  to  tell  him^  th^'rl;  ib  no  i'uch  initio,  cap.  2. 

bus 


314  9^<?  ^^s  rf  Pauh  FART  II. 

bus  Paul!  fcriptus  eft,  Quia  in  the  J£fs  ofPauly  Tbattbh 
hie  eft  Verbuiti,  animal  vi-     is  the  fFordy  a  living  animal 

vens« 

»•  Bythelaaae*. 

E?  T^:;  i\  (plxov  tn-apa^fgacr^ai  But  if  any  one  plcafe  to  at 
Ti    h  raXi  nau'A^  ^gagfo-*.     ^'^  that  which  is  written  in 

«     r  X       -     the  J^s  of  PauL  2S  {poktnhy 

aif»yiyfiOifji.fji.i¥QV   wj   viro   rou  ^     .  ,  f  / 

1,  '  ^  '    ,       ,        ./  A     Q.        ^^"^  Saviour,  /  am  about  to  be 

3.  By  Eufebius\ 

OuTe  [JLnv  ra;  Xsyo[ji,ivxq  aJrS  As  for  that  book,  which  is 
nr^oL^etg  Iv  dvc^iApXiiCToig  israj -  Entitled  Ti^  ^iff J  ?/•  P^^A  I 
i*Afi^a  '^^^^  "^  found  it  among  Aofc 

of  undoubted  ai^ority. 

4.  By  the  fame  ^• 

•E»  to?^  vo^ok  x«TaT£Ta;)^%      3^^  ^s  of  Paul  are  to  hc 
xoi)    T«v   nau'Xa   zirp'Sfcoy  ij     racked  among   thofe   books 
".  N   o^^  which  are  ipurious. 

5.  fey  Philaftrius  *• 

Habent  Manichasi Aftus     The  Manichees  have  alfo  the 

Pauli  pariter  Apocryphi,  &c.     J^s  of  Pauly  which  are  Apo- 
cryphal. 

Thefe  are  the  feveral  jJaces  where  thcfe  ASts  are  men- 
tioned. I  readily  agree  with  Dr.  Grabe  %  they  were  not  the 
fame  with  the  Afts  of  Paul  and  Thccla  in  the  loft  number*,  but 
,  muft  utterly  diflent  from  him  in  faying,  that  Eufebius  places  it 
in  the  catalogue  of  books  which  were  doubted  of  only  by  fame: 
whereas  nothing  can  be  more  plain,  than  that  he  ranks  it  with 
the  yo&oK,  or  fpurious  books  j  which  are  in  the  worft  dafs. 

*  Tom.  21.  in  Joann.  pag.  29S.  See  it  above  in  this  part.  Chap. 

*  Hitt.  Eccl.  1.  3.  c.  3.  XXI. 

*  C.  45.  e  £ib.  cit.  p.  86. 

*  Haercf.  Apocrypha  q«x  eft  87. 

Nor 
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Nor  is  It  Ids  abfurd  in  Dr.  Mill  ^  to  fiippofe,  that  theft  A£b  of 
Paul  were  compilid  by  fime  faithful  Cbrijlians  about  tht  year 
ofChriJ^  LXIX.  tofufply  {as  he  calls  it)  imperfeaam  hifto- 
riam  Panli  quam  tradiderat  Lucas,  i.  e.  thefe  imperfeii  ac-^ 
counts  which  are  contained  in  the  (now  received)  ASs  of  tht 
Apojiles  which  were  written  by  Luke.  For  beiides  that  he 
offers  no  manner  of  argument  for  his  hypothefis,  it  is  fuffi* 
cient  to  deftroy  it,  that  Eufehius  reckons  it  among  thefpurious 
boots  J  and  Philaftrius  among  thofe  filly  books  ^  which  contained 
abundance  ofjirangejiories^  about  dogs  and  beajls  fpeaking^  &c« 
and  for  that  reafon^  that  the  fouls  of  men  were  like  the  fouls  of 
thofe  animals.  Although  I  cannot  but  here  own,  that  perhaps 
Philaftrius  may  fpeak  of  thofe  A<Ss  of  Paul  which  are  men- 
tioned by  Photius  %  and  attributed  to  Leucius  Charinus  by 
him. 

As  to  the  two  paflages  taken  out  of  thefe  A<28  by  Origen, 
it  is  plain  he  appeals  to  them,  and  the  book  whence  he  takes 
riiem,  not  as  being  of  authority.  Accordingly  he  introduces 
them  thus  :  The  faying  feems  to  me  rights  and  if  any  one  pleaft 
to  admit  that  which  is  written  in  the  A£ls  of  Pauly  &c.  which 
are  forms  of  fpeech  he  would  never  have  ufed  concerning  any 
book,  which  he  thought  to  be  of  undoubted  authority.  Be- 
iides, to  fay  nothing  of  the  firft  of  thofe  paflages,  which  is 
moft  obfcure  aiui  unintelligible,  to  fay  no  worfe,  viz.  That  he 
is  the  Wordy  a  living  Animal \  the  latter  is  borrowed  from  a 
moft  ridiculous  hiftory,  which  it  ftill  extant  in  die  fabulous 
Lives  of  the  Apojiles  under  the  name  of  Ahdias  (viz.  in  the  Life 
of  Peter,  c,  19.)  The  ftory  in  fliort  is,  "  ^that  after  tht 
**  decree  of  Nero  to  apprehend  Peter  at  Rome^  he  was  at  length 
**  prevailed  upon  by  his  friends,  contrary  to  his  otun  incline" 
**  tionsj  to  endeavour  his  efcape  ;  accordingly  having  in  the 
"  night  fled  as  far  as  the  city  gates  ^  he  faw  Ghrijf  coming  to 
"  meet  him:  to  iXjhom  he  fkid.  Lord  I  Whither  art  thou  going  f 
^  Chriji  anfweredy  I  come  to  Rome  to  be  crucified  again  (which 


'  Prolegom.  in  Nov.  Teftam.  §.         *  Cod.   CXIV.    Sm  the  place 
1 30*  at  large  above>  Chap.  XXI. 

«  are 
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"  are  the  words  of  die  pafTage  in  Origen) :  Peter  tmderjiood 
"  this  as  an  intimation  that  he  ought  to  juffer^  and  thereupon 
^'  returned^  and  was  crucifiedJ^ 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  it  is  reafonable  to  conclude  thefe 
Afts  of  Paul  Apocryphal,  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  VI,  and  IX  ;  and 
therefore  thai  Mn  Whifton  is  much  miftaken,  when  he  fays 
it  is  to  be  looked  upon  in  (bme  fenfe  as  a  facred  book^. 

Numb.  XLV.  The  Preaching  of  PAUL  and  PETER. 

THIS  antient  Apocryphal  book  appears  very  clearly  to  have 
been  the  fame  with  that  ihtitled,  The  Preaching  of 
Peter ;  not  only  from  fome  paflages  in  Clemens  Alexandri- 
nus,  but  from  the  account  which  Laftantius  **  gives  of  it,  Pe- 
ter and  Paul^  fays  he,  preached  at  Rome^  and  that  preaching 
continues  Jiilly  being  committed  to  writing  :  but  though  it  went 
under  both  the  name  of  Paul  and  Peter,  yet  it  generally  was 
called  by  the  name  of  Peter  \  and  therefore  I  fhall  defer  the 
confideration  of  it,  till  I  come  to  confider  the  books  under  his 
name  in  the  enfuing  chapters.  See  Chap.  XXXIII.  Numb. 
LII. 

Numb.  XLVI.     A   BOOK  under  the  NAME  of 

PAUL. 

AS  for  this  book,  although  I  indeed  placed  it  in  the  cata- 
logue, Part  I.  yet  ypon  an  after  and  more  careful  en- 
.quiry  into  it,  T  find  it  fo  evident,  that  it  was  a  book  forged  l^y 
one  Lucian^  a  ConfeJJor^  in  the  middle  of  the  third  century^  in 
the  name  of  Paul  the  Martyr^  and  not  St.  Paul  the  Jpo/fle,  as 
fome  have  thought,  that  I  iball  think,  it  enough  to  refer  the 
reader  to  the  places  in  Cyprian  where  this  is  mod  manifeft. 
See  Epift.  22,  23,  in  the  beginning  of  each. 

•  Effay  on  Conftit.  p.  24.  *  Lib.  4..  c.  21. 


Numb- 
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Numb.  XLVII.    The  REVELATION,  or 
ANABATICON  of  PAUL. 

I.  HAVE  given  this  book  thefe  two  different  titles,  becaufe 
I  find  it  went  under  both  among  the  antients ;  though  it 
has  been  thought  by  feveral  learned  men,  that  they  were  the 
titles  of  two  different  books.  How  true  this  is,  I  (hall  eii- 
quire,  after  I  have  firft  produced  the  places  where  it  is  ixien- 
tioned  by  the  antients.     Thefe  are, 

I.  Epiphanius  a,  who  gives  us  the  following  account  of  it: 
fpeaking  concerning  the  ridiculous  feSf  of  the  Caianites^j 
and  an  abfurd  book  of  their  tenets,  adds  j 

Udxiv  Si  aXXo  cvifTa.yfjLdnoy     That  they  forged  befides  an^ 


vrXoLrlHtTiv  i^  MfAxr^  Ilau- 

XS     T»     O^TTOfOXs     OCppHTSPyiot^ 

Myofxivoi  p^fwi/ra*,  o  'Ai/a- 
Cocrix-ov  IlauAa  xixXSci^  rfiv 
TS'^o^Kcriv  svpovrsg  cciro  ra  Ag- 
yeiv  roy  xirog-oXov  aW£cS»}>c£- 

xGivoci  a>.pp7)Ta  pn[jt,xrot  a.  iyc 
l^ov  ai/3"fW7rw  AaXtjcaj.     Ka* 


»    N 


V»c 


TauTix,  ^aciv,  lf^  rcc  ocp^nrx 


>  / 


py\^o(,roc, 


Other  bookj  under  the  name  of 
Paul  the  Apofile^  full  of  things 
which  it  was  not  lawful  to 
utter  J  which  they  who  are 
called  the  Gnojiicks  alfo  ufe, 
which  they  irititle  The  Ana^ 
haticon  of  Paul  \  taking  the 
occafion  (of  the  forgery)  from 
that  faying  of  the  Apoftle, 
that  he  afcended  up  into  the 
third  heaven^  and  heard  things 
which  it  was  not  lawful  for 
men  to  utter.  And  thefe,  fay 
they,  are  the  things. 


2.  Auftin  %  fpeaking  of  the  different  attainments  of  fome 
good  men  in  knowledge,  adds  j 

Quidam    fpirituallum   ad   ea      Sonle  Chriftians   arrived    to 


pervenerunt,  quae  non   licet 
hpmini  loqui  \  qua  occafione 


the  knowledge  of  thofe  things 
which -cannot  be  uttered:  on 


*  Hseref.  38.  §.  2. 
*>  Concerning  tbefe  monftrous  he- 
reticksy    lee    above,    C^ap.   XX. 


Numb.  XXVIII.  ^ 

^  Traclat.  xcvili.  In  Joan.  Inip- 
fo  e^ctremo.  T.  Opp.^  9. 


vam 
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vani  quidam  Apocalypiin  Pau- 
li,  quam  fana  non  recipit  ec- 
clefia,  nefcio  quibus  fabulis 
plenam  ftuleiilima  praefump- 
tione  finxerunt,  dicentes  hanc 
cfie  unde  dixerat  raptum  fe 
ftHile  in  tertium  coelutn,  et 
illic  audifle  inefFabilia  verba, 
^ee  non^ licet  homini  loqui. 
Utcunque  illorum  tolerabilis 
eflfet  audacia,  fi  fe  audifle  dix« 
iifet,  quae  adhuc  non  licet  ho- 
mini loqui ;  cum  vero  dixerit 
quas  non  licet  homini  loqui ; 
tfli  qtri  funt,  qui  haec  audeant 
impudenter  et  infdiciter  lo- 


qui 


i  ? 


which  occafion  fome  vain  per- 
fons,  with  a  moft  ridiculous 
impudence,  forged  (a  book 
in  titled)  The  Revelation  of 
Paulj  which  the  true  Church 
doth  not  receive;  it  being 
filled  with  I  know  not  what 
fort  of  ftrange  ftories ;  pre- 
tending Aat  it  was  on  account 
of  the  d>ings  contaiiied  in  &ts 
book,  that  he  faid  he  was  taken 
up  into  the  third  heavens^  and 
there  heard  unutterable  words^ 
which  it  was  not  lawful /or  a 
man  to  fieak.  Their  impu- 
dence bad  indeed  been  tole- 
rable, if  be  had  (aid  that  he 
heard  things  which  it  was  not 
lawful  as  yet  for  a  man  to 
utter;  but  iince  he  (peaks  (ab- 
folutely)  of  things  which  it 
was  not  lawful  at  all  to  utter^ 
what  ftrange  fort  of  perfons 
muft  they  be,  who  would  thus 
impudently  blunder  I 


3.  Gelafius,  in  his  Decree* 

Revelatio,     quae     appellatur     The   Revelation   under    the 
Pauli  Apoftoli  Apocrypha.        name  of  Paul  the  Apoftle,  is 

Apocryi^ai. 

Thefe  are  all  the  places  within  my  limited  time,  in  which 
this  book  is  mentioned ;  though  it  was  in  being  fome  ages 
after^  as  I  (hall  (hew  prefently.  I  have  joined  thefe  places 
together,  as  fuppofing  the  Anabaticon  of  Paul  mentioned  by 
Epiphanius,  and  the  Revelation  of  Paul  mentioned  by  Auftin 
and  Pope  Gelafius,  to  be  only  one  and  the  fame  booiy  under  two 
dilFerent  (and  indeed  fcarce  different}  tides.    I  confeis,  moft 

of 
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of  the  learned  writers^  that  I  have  feen,  who  have  mentioned 
any  thing  of  this  ma^er,  fuppofe  them  to  have  been  two  dif- 
ferent books.  Thus  Dr.  Cave, .  enumerating  the  fpurious 
pieces  fathered  upon  St.  Paul  s  firft  recites  the  Anabaticon 
mentionted  by  Epipiiamus,  and  then,  as  ii&inik  from  ie,  the 
Revi(4«:ion  mentioiied  by  Auftin:  fo  Du  Pin  alTo  recites 
f hem  dfftindty  ^,  though  in  a  note  act  the  bottom  of  the  page 
he  feems  to  think  they  were  the  iafne.  Dr.  Grabe  ^  not  only 
fuppofes  them  different  books ^  but  made  at  very  different  timesy 
VIZ.  the  Anabaticon  in  thefecond  century,  and  the  Revelation 
in  the  latter  end  tf  the  fourth^  between  the  years  396  and  392. 
Mr.  Spanheim  ^  alfo,  and  Father  Simon  %  recite  them  as  two 
different  hooks.  So.alfo  (as  one  would  imagine)  after  diefe 
does  Mr*  Toland,'  to  augment  his  catalogue  ^ ;  but  nothing 
can  be  more  humorous  than  to  obfi^ve  his  blunder  herein, 
ntfirft  places  the  Revelation  of  Paul^  and  refers  to  Epiphav- 
nius,  Heeref.  38.  §•  2.  which  is  the  place  where  he  mentions 
the  Anabaticon^  and  then  in  the  next  page  recites  the  Anaba'* 
tieon  of  St.  Paul^  and  refers  to  the  fame  place  of  Epiphanius 
(viz.  Haercf.  38.  §.  2.) ;  which  is,  as  if  he  had  faid.  The  Ana- 
baticon and  Revelation  of  Paul  are  two  difiinSi  books^  and  they 
arefOy  becaufe  Epiphanius  mentions  hut  one.  Such  miftakes,  fo 
frequent,  are,  to  fay  no  worfe,  unbecoming  any  man  that  pre- 
tends to  learning.  I  defire  Mr.  Toland  to  be  more  careful 
and  honeft  in  the  future  attacks  he  threatens  to  make  upon 
the  Canon.  But  to  leave  him.  Mr.  Fabritius  »,  following 
Dr.  Grabe,  fuppofes  the*  Revelation  and  Anabaticon  books  of 
two  different  fubjeds,  viz.  the  latter  containing  the  fancies  of 
.the  Gno/liciSy  and  the  former  made  not  till  the  end  of  the  fourth^ 
century  by  fome  Chrijiian  monks^  containing  the  rules  of  their 
•way  of  life. 

Notwithftanding  this  fo  great  agreement  of  learned  writers 
in  thi$  matter,  I  think  the  contrary  opinion  moft  undeniable, 

•  Hiftor.  Liter,  in  Paulo,  p.  7.  •  Crit.  Hift.  of  New  Teft.  c.  \, 
^  Hift.  of  the  Canon,  Vol.  II.      p.  26. 

Chap.  VL  ^.  6.  p.  129,  T30.  *  Amyntor.  p.  32. 

*  Spicileg.   Patr.   Secul.   I.   p.  «  Cod.   Apocr.  Nov.    Teilam. 
$4,  ^5.                                                  par.  2.  p.  945. 

d  Hiftor.  Chrilt,  SeclU.  I.  p,  58. 

viz. 
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viz.  that  the  Anabaticon  of  Paul  mentioned  by  Epiphaniu$, 
and  the  Revelation  mentioned  by  Auftin  and  Gelafius,  were 
one  and  the  fame  book.     And  this  I  argue, 

Firfty  From  the  confideration  that  the  defign^  occajkn  of 
writings  as  well  as  thi  mainfubje^  of  the  Anabaticon  and  the 
Revelation  were  the  fame.  This  will  appear  by  a  comparifoii 
of  Epiphanius  and  Auftin  togedier  *. 

Epiphanius  concerning  the         St»   AufUn  concerning  the 
Anabaticon  of  Paul.     .  Revelation  of  Paul* 

The  occafion  of  this  forgery  The  occafion  of  this  Revcla- 
was  St.  Paul's  faying^  He  af  tion  was,  that  fome  Cbriftians 
tended  into  the  third  heavens^  had  arrived  to  the  knowledge 
and  heard  things  which  it  was  of  things  which  it  was.no^ 
not  lawful  to  utter.  lawful  to  utter. 

That  he  means  Paul,  is 
plain  by  what  follows. 

The  contents   of  this  book  This  book  pretended  to  give 

v?ere  the   unutterable  things  an  account  of  thofe   things 

which  Paul  heard  in  the  third  which  St.   Paul  heard,  and 

Jieavens.  km  tglvtcc,  (pcurU,  &c.  faid,  were  unutterable. , 

Thefe  muft  be  the  contents  of  the  fame  book  ;  agreeable  to 
which. 

Secondly,  The  titles  Anabaticon  and  Apocalypjis  were  both  ad- 
jujled'i  the  former  denoting  Paul* s  afcent  and  the  vtfions  he 
had  in  the  third  heavens  ;  or,  as  Mr.  Du  Pin*s  EngUfli  tranf- 
lator  renders  it.  The  rapture  of  Paul :  the  latter  denoting  the 
vifions  or  revelations^  as  in  that  book  dif covered.  So  that  if  we 
were  to  tranflate  thefe  two  titles  into  Englift,  one  might  not 
unjuftly  do  it  thus  :  The  Hijlory  of  St,  Paul's  Afcentint$  the 
third  Heavens  \  or,  An  Account  of  the  Vijions  and  Revelations 
which  he  had  there. 

This  may  fuffice  to  prove  thefe  only  two  different  tides  of 


•  See  the  places  above  in  this  Chapter, 

one 
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one  book ;  which  difference  is  very  well  conjc<Elured  a  by  Dn 
Mill  t6  have  happened  when  this  b9ok  was  afterwards  tranjlated 
into  Latin* 

All  that  IS  urged  to  prov?  them  diftin£l  books  is  by  Dr» 
Grabe  and  Mr*  Fabritius  ^,  viz*  that  the  Revelation  is  not 
mentioned  till  St.AuJlin^  and  therefore  probably  was  not  made 
before  his  time^  tiihereas  the  Anabaticon  was  made  by  the  Cai^ 
anites  in  tbefecond  centuryr,  and  whereas  the  former  contained 
the  principles  of  the  Gno^icks^  the  latter  contained  the  rules  of 
the  Mona/iick  life.  Bu^  both  thele  obje<SlioJls  are  founded 
upon  the  610ft  precarious  foundation  :  for  as  to  the  firft,  viz. 
the  books  ftot  being  mentioned  before^  it  is  a  plain  begging  of  the 
queftion ;  firft  fuppofuig  them  two  diftinfl  books,  and  then 
proving  they  are  fo  by  that  fuppofition.  Befidejs,  if  the  filence 
of  the  writers  of  the  age»  in  or  after  which  any  book  be  fup« 
pofed  to  be  maide»  be  a  good  argument  that  it  was  not  then 
madf)  then  muft  a  great  number  of  books  b^  Ixiought  many 
ye^rs  back ;  and  particularly  what  will  become  of  the  anti- 
quity of  the  Goipel  of  the  Nazarenes,  and  the  Gofpel  of  the 
Egyptians  ?  which,  though  t)r.  Grabe  fuppofes  to  be  wri,tten 
before  St.  Luke's  GofpeI>  are.  pot  either  of  them  mentioned 
by  name  till  near  three  hundred  years  after  Chrift.  As  to  the 
latter,  viz.  the  Monks  uftng  ity  and  being  delighted  with  it,  it 
is  much  weaker  than  the  former.  The  argument  {lands  fairly 
thus:  the  Monks  otthe  fourth  century  were  much  delighted 
With  the  Revelation  of  Paul,  therefore  it  was  made  then : 
they  ufed  it,'  therefore  they  forged  it.  Sozomen  indeed  re- 
lates a  fabulous  account  of  this  Revelation  being  found  in  the 
time  tfTheodofius  the  Emperor^  in  a  marble  chefi^  hid  under 
ground  at  the  houfe  of  St.  Paul^  at  Tarfus  in  Cilicia^  to  which 
they  were  direffedby  God  ;  but  he  adds,  that  he  wasajfured  by 
nPreJbyterofTarfus.j'whhtvas'very  ald^  that  this  was  not 
fi^ ;  but  he  fuppofed  the  book  forged  by  the  Hereticks,  He  far- 
ther fays,  //  was  a  book  much  commended  by  the  'Monks  ^  \  but 


*  Prolegom.   in   Nov.   Tcftam.       Capite. 
J.  364.  «=.  Hift.  Ecclef.  1.  vii.  c.  19. 

^  Locis  fiipra  allegatis   in    hoc 

Voj..  I.  Y  diere 
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there  is  nothing  in  this  ftory  thtt  will  pfove  it  a  fegery  of 
that  time ;  for  the  book  tnay  be  Tuppofed  extant  long  before, 
but  by  this  artifice  of  the  Monks  impofed  upon  the  ii^rid,  as 
more  raluabte  and  extr  aOidimry. 

The  Anab&ticolt  therefore,  and  die  Revelation  of  Paul, 
being  one  and  the  farfie  book,  it  only  remains  vs^m^  duEt  I  en-« 
deavour  to  prove  it  A^6eryphal :  and  that  it  is  fo,  is  evident 
by  Prof).  IV,  V,  and  VI.  I  add  sdfo,  by  Prop.  VIII,  as  the 
whole  defign  of  it  Was  contl^ry  tb  a  kHoivh  and  undoubted 
fa£t.  2  Cor!  ?^ii.  4,  &c.  St.  Paul  tkefe  fajrs^  he  heard  unuttir* 

able  words  (A(frtra  fifA»Ta   u  ix  il^v  «rdp«'f  AetX?cr«»}   which  it 

was  not  in  the  power  of  any  man  to  deektre  :  which  if  it  be 
true  (as  the  book  itfetf  fuppbfes),  then  they  attetxipted  in 
Writing  what  was  utterly  impoffibk  to  be  wrote,  and  fo  un- 
happily blundered^  as  thatt  the  whole  defign  of  their  wt^ili  was 
a  mere  contradifUon  to  the  title.     (See  Auftin  aboVe.) 

Tertulliana  has  a  paflage  in  his  Book^sgair^  the  Hereticisj 
which  (if  my  judgment  do  not  much  fail  me)  may  be  very 
juftly  applied  to  thi^  Ren>elatidn  tf  Paul\  and  if  it  may^  will 
feflford  a  good  argument  to  pr^ve  it  ApocvyphaL  He  is  treat- 
ing concetning  the  harmony  of  the  Apoftles*  do£bines ;  and 
then  adds  ^ 

• 

Sed  et  fi  in  tertium  ufque  Yea,  and  though  Paul  was 

ccelum  ereptus  Paulus,  et  in  taken  up  to   the  third  hea- 

Paradifumdelatu8,audiitquae-  vens,  and  being  brought  into 

dam  illic  \  non  pofTunt  videri  Paradife,  heard  fome  certain 

ea  fuiflcy  quae  idum,  in  aliam  things  there,  they  cannot  be 

do<5lrinam  inftrudtiorem  prs-  thought  fuch,  as  would  make 

ftarent  j  cum  ita  fiierit  con-  him  capable  of  preaching  any 

ditio  eorum,  ut  nuUi  homi-  new  do6lrines ;    feeing  they" 

num  proderentur. .  Qupd  fi  ad .  were  of  that  fort,  that  they 

alicujus  confcientiam  manavit  could  not  be  revealed  or  com- 

nefclo  quid  illud,  et  hoc  fe  inunicated  to  any  man.    But 

if  any  one  imagine  he  have  the 
knowledge  of  thefe  Jii-ange  rem. 

*  De  Praefciipt.  adv.  Haeret.  c .  **  Loc*  cit. 

24* 

aliqua 
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aliqua  haerefis  fequi  affimiat,  velathns^  and  there  he  any 
autPauius  fecreti  proditi  reus  fort  of  Heretic hsy  who  declare 
eft,  aut  et  alius  poftea  in  Pa-  they  will  be  governed  by  thern^ 
radifum  ereptus  ddbet  oftendi,  (let  them  confider),  that  ei- 
cui  permiiTum  fit  eloqui  qusft  ther  Paul  muft  have  been 
Paulo  mutire  non  licuic.  guilty  of  betraying  the  fecret 

committed  to  him,   or   elfe 
they  muft  produce  fomc  other 
~  N  perfon,  who  has  fince  been 

taken  up  to  Paradife,  who 
had  perniifHon  to  fpeak  thofc 
things  freely,  of  which  St. 
Paul  durft  not  utter  a  word.  , 

Nothing  can  be  more  probable,  than  that  thefe  words  have 
a  reference  to  the  written  Revelations^  we  are  treating  of*  It 
is  certain  by  the  pafTage,  that  there  weri:  fome  who  pretended 
to  know  what  St«  Paul  faw  in  the  third  heavens,  and  that  there 
were  a  peculiar  fort  of  Hereticks,  who  governed  themfelves 
according  to  them.  How  little  different  this  is  from  what 
Epiphanius  above  fays  of  the  Gnofticks  and  Caianites,  every 
unprejudiced  reader  will  acknowledge,  who  compares  the 
places.  In  this  interpretation  I  have  the  (atisfadlion  to  agree 
with  Pamelius%  who  remarks  on  thefe  words  of  Tertullian 
thus  \  You  foe  there  have  been  fome  who  affirmed  they  both  knew 
and  read  in  a  writing  of  St.  Paulas  own^  the  fecret  s  he  heard 
in  Heaven 'y  affirming  that  he  both  preached  them^  and  committed 
th^m  to  writing.  Thrs  learned  writer  afterwards  cites  the 
place  of  Epiphanius  concerning  the  Anabaticon,  that  of  Auftin 
and  Gelafius  concerning  the  Revelation,  as  all  fpeaking  of 
one  and  the  fame  book. 

Upon  the  whole  then,  it  is  evident  it  was  a  fpurious  piece ; 
and  that  as  neither  Paul  did  nor  could  write  it,  fo  neither  could 
any  one  elfe  give  any  true  account  of  what  that  book  pre- 
tended to.  I  only  add,  that  Dionyfius  Alexandrinus,  a  noted 
writer-  eady  in  the  third  cenCury,  afiures  us  ^^  nai>M  kk  rvt 

»  Annot.  in  Loc.  TertulL  *  Apud    Eufeb.    Hift.    Ecclef. 

lib.  vii.  c.  25,  • 


I 
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it*fi'  «ur&V.     That  though  Paul  in  his  Epijfles  has  made  fom 
fnention  of  his  Revelations^  yet  he  never  committed  them,  to 
writing ;  and  that  as  Mr.  Du  Pin  fays,  tha  Egyptians  boa/iof 
having  this  Revelation  hy  them  to  ^this  very  day^ :  fo  Dr. 
Grabe  ^  tells  us  of  a  manufcript  in  the  library  of  Merton  CoU 
lege  in  Oxford^  intitlcd  thus,  The  Revelation  ofPauly  (contain- 
ing what  paffed)  in  thofe  three  days;  when  upon  his  being 
called  and  converted  by  Chriji^  he  fell  upon  the  ground^  and  f aw 
nothing  \  being  an  account  of  the  Revelations  he  had  from  St, 
Afichaely  concerning  the  various  and  dreadful  punijhments  Oj 
purgatory  and  hell,  and  who  it  was  that  fir Ji  prevailed  upon 
the  Lord  to  grant  reft,  to  the  fouls  in  purgatory  on  every  hordes 
day  afterwards^  to  the  end  of  the  world.     But  neither  of  thefc 
were  the  old  Revelation,  of  which  I  have  been  treating,  but 
much  later  forgeries.  - 


CHAP.    XXXI. 

The  A6ls  of  Peter  \  or^  The  Travels  of  Peter ^  and  the  Recogni- 
tions of  Clemens^  differing  Titles  of  the  fame  Book  now  ex-- 
tant,  '  The  Preaching  and  Do^rine  of  Peter  the  fame  Book, 
The  Gofpel  of  Peter.  Mark^s  Gofpel  formerly  afcribed  to 
Peter 'y  and  the  Reafons  of  it,  Peter^s  Gofpel  not^compofed 
hy  LeuciuSy  as  Dr,  Grabe  and  Dr,  Mill  fuppofe^  hut  a  For- 
gery of  the  Hereticks  called  Docetee^  and  perhaps  the  fame  as 
the  Gofpel  of  Bafilides.  .  This  proved  jf  rob  able  by  fever al  Ar- 
guments, 

Numh.  XL V III.     The  ACTS  of  PETER. 

UNDER*  the  nam^  of  this  Ap^ftle  I  find  mention  among 
the  anticnts  of  feverai  fpurious  pieces  \  and  particularly 
by  fcveral  of  certain  A£b ;  vis. 

•  Hift,:of^the  Canon,  Vol.  II.  t  Spicil'eg.  Patr.  t.  x.  p.  85. 

c.  6.  §.  6.  p!  130. 

J.  By 


/ 
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3.25 


lilT^H  -BTf Ofr^fWk— — aJ     oX«? 


I.  By  Eufebius^ 

Toy£  fA^v  TWk  €7r*JCf)tXti^£k«v     It  is  certain,  that  the  book 

intitled,  The  J£fs  ofPeter^^ 
is  not  by  any  means  to  be 
reckoned  among  the  Canoni- 
cal books ;  inafmuch  as  none 
of  the  antients,  nor  any  of  our 
Ecclefiaftical  writers,  have 
taken  teftimonies  out  of  it. 


2.  By  Athanafius  ^ 


The  Apocryphal  books  of  tl^e 

New  Teftament  are  thefe. 

The    A5is   (or   Journeys)  of 

Peter ^  &c. They  are  all 

falfe,  fpurious,  and  to  be  re- 
a^obAtira,  xa»  8(}£v  rarwi.  t«v     j^^^^j .    ^one  of  thofe  Apo- 

a'7roxfU(pwy   paA»ra    JyxftTov     cryphal  books   of  the   New 


Ta  ,Tr?   veaf    J*a9'>ix»]j    a^- 
IleTja— — —  Tsr»pocyiyouiAfA,iv» 


t    •/ 


exti' 


\  »fc\ 


^^ 


»)  £7ra)^«X£j>  £^a»f£T«^  Ttj?  Vfia? 

x»h    iya^iS'ivruv    iffa^oi.    roTg 

^xKkoy  9)  olvxymcsoog  eJ; 
aAuS'wff  a^ia^  rot  rs  aAAa, 
xa»  aura  ra  KocXniJiiMx  lu  aJ- 
TO?^  EuafygAia,  £x1of  rwjf  9ra- 


Teftament  have  been  either 
approved,  or  are  ufeful,  but 
they  have  all  been  judged 
Apocryphal,  i.  e.  rather  to  be 
concealed  than  read,  by  the 
antient  wife  men  and  Fathers, 
which  contain  any  thing  con- 
trary to  the  books  above  re- 
cited ^ ;  as  alfo  all  other  Gof- 
pels  befides  thofe  four  deli- 
vered to  us* 


ray. 

3.  By  Jerome  "*  in  the  Life  of  Peter. 

Libri  autem  ejus,  e  quibus  But  thofe  (other)  books 
unusAdorum  ejus  infcribi-  (called)  Peter's,  among  which 
tur,  alius  Evangelii,  tcrtius     one  is  His  J^s,  another  his 

»  Hift.  Eccl.  lib.  3.  c.  3.  the  Canonical  books,  which  he  had 

•  In  Synopf.  verlus  fin.  betcre  given. 

^  He  alludes  to  his  catalogue  of  <»  Catal.  vir.  iUi^r.  in  Petro. 

Y  3  Praedicationis, 


3*6  Th4  Ms  of  Peter.  part  ii, 

Prsdicationis,  quartus  Apo-  Gofpel,  a  third  his  Preaching, 
calypfeos,  quintus  Judicii,  in-  a  fourth  his  Revelation,  a 
ter  Apocryphas  Scripturas  re-  fifth  fai$  Judgment,  are  rcck- 
putantur.  oned  among  the  Apocryphal 

Scriptures. 

4.  By  Epiphanius  %  concerning  the  Ebionites. 
Xfwi/Totj  ^c  x«i  aXAai?  tkti     They  make  ufe  of  feme  other 
(3;e^ai;,  (JS^fv  r*:?  trffio^oi;     ''^^o^s,  fuch   as    thofe   called 
H*X»pE'.ct,;  mW  r^K   i^^      The  A€is  {or  Journeys)  of  Pe^ 
,,    /       ^  /  /^r,  wrote  by   Clemens,  in 

/  V        N  ,       '     ^        which  Chey  have  left  very  little 

ixly%  i\  iXr&^yx  8*V«vt«.        fpurious  accounts. 

5.  By  Gelafius,  in  his  Decree. 

Itinerarium  nomine  Petri  A-  The  Journeys  under  the  name 
poftoli,  quod  appellatur  fandi  of  Peter  the  ApofiUy  which  arc 
dementis  libri  o£lo  {alii  de~  called  The  eight  (other  copies 
<eni)  Apocryphum*  read  ten)  Books  of  Clemensy, 

are  Apocryphal. 

6.  By  the  fame,  a  little  after* 

A<5lus  nomine  Petri  Apoftoli     The  AUs  under  the  narnt  of 
Apocryphi.  Peter    the  Apofile  arc  Apo- 

cryphal. 

Concerning  thefe  ASls  of  Peter  it  ieems  ^very  hard  to  form 
any  certain  determination  :  I  have  here  recited  the  tcftimo- 
nies  of  the  ASis  and  Periods ^  or  Travels  of  Peter ^  together,  as 
of  one  book.  The  latter  title  undoubtedly  belongs  to  that 
book  now  extant,  called.  The  Recognitions  of  Clement ;  and 
whether  the  former  alfo  did  not,  I  confefs  I  cannot  tell.  For 
though  Gelafius  does  indeed  mention  them  as  diftind,  yet  it 
is  obfervable,  that  in  the  iirft  editions  of  that  Pope's  Decret 
there  was  no  fuch  diftindtion,  nor  any  mention  at  all  of  the 
A6ls  of  Peter.    Dr.  Grabe  *»  fuppofes  them  to  have  been  dif- 

»  Haeref.  30.  §.15.  *  Spicileg,  Patr.  1. 1.  p.  78. 
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ferent  ^ook$,  not  Qpiy  kecmffi  of  this  paflage  of  Gelafiud^  but 
beqiiif^  the  Periods  or  Travels  never  went  under  the  name  of 
Peter,  but  Cletn^$  s  wheresas  the  jl£fs  always  did.  But  in 
this  he  is  oiiftaikeiis  the  Travels  being  as  exprefsly  attributed 
to  Peter,  in  the  pl9ce  oow.i:ited  of  Athanadus,^  as  the  J^s 
can  be  any  where  elfe ;  fo  that)  for  ought  I  am  able  yet  to  fee 
Co  1^  coQtr^y,  thefe  j0s  of  Peter y  and  the  Travels  of  Peter y 
written  by  Clemens,  were  the  fame  book ;  and  fo  being  no^ 
extant,  do  not  faU  ^ny  6u:thisr  upder  confideration  here,  but 
muft  be  referred  to  their  proper  place  in  the  next  volume. 

Numb.XLIX.  The  DOCTRIN.E  of  PETER. 

THIS  has  been  clearly  proved  by  Dr.  Cave  a  and  Dr. 
Grabe  ^,  to  be  the  fame  book  with  that  intitled,  The 
Preaching  ff  Piter  j  and  therefore  (hall  be  confidered  there, 
Nuoib.  LLL  aod  die  place  of  Origen,  where  it  is  men- 
tioned^ produced. 

Numb.  L.    The  GOSPEL  of  PETER. 

THIS  Apocryphal  Gofpel  h^s  been  taken  notice  of  by 
many  of  the  antient  writers,  whofe  accounts  I  jfhall  pro- 
duce, according  to  my  ufual  method ;  i.  e.  the  time  in  which 
they  lived.     It  is  mentioned, 

I.  By  Serapion,  in  a  tnattfe  tvbicb  he  wrote  concerning  this 
Gofpei  of  Peter  \  of  which  we  have  the  following  account 
preferved  by  Eufcbius  ^. 

^ErE^iq  T£  (rvvTirocyfAiu©*  au-     There  is  another  treatife  of 
Tw    Xiyog  zreo]  tS  Xiyof/^iy^     ^'^  which  he  wrote  concern- 

xar^"  nirooy   Ej^yfiAi^,    Sv      ^"5  .*^  ^'fP''^  mxitXti,   ac^ 
»    ^  /  N  I  cording  to  Peter ,  with  defien 

*-    .       V  ^    .       ,       *  /  *o  confute  fome  falfe  affer- 


*  Hift.  Liter,  in  Petro,  p.  5.    '  «  Hift.  Ecd.  I.  6.  c.  12. 

b  Lib.  jam  cit«  torn,  i.  p.  56. 


Y4 


voce 


3?8 

faS'fVS'flw    Xe^«?,    J/   «v    iV 

tsr^oT^S-iKTiy,      »TCo      yja^wi/. 

og  ovQ^xn  auTwy  \J/£yj£9r/y fa- 
fa  wf  i^'rrei^o^  zrcc^xniiAi6oc^ 
yivuxTKOPTtg  on  roi  roiavTot  i 

T«?  -arayTaf  op^vi  wiffj  tst^ oo"* 
(pi^ifT^cci^  x«5  jtAii  SiiX^m  ro 

UTT      aUTWl/    Tff^OpiPO^tVOV     OVO' 

fxxTi  Uir^H  EJafyfXiov,  giTroj', 

OTt    £*   TUTO   i^i   fXOPOV  TO    00X81/ 

duxyiiucKitr^u.    Nuy  ii  fjt,x^ 
wi/,  oTi  cci^t(rei  riifi  o  i/g^  au- 

ym<r^cci  ts-^lg  J/xaf  iJVf, 
ocSiXfoiy  Txr^offSoKoiri  fxs  iy 
-tixH.  *Hfji.£7^  Sl^  clSsX(po), 
KxrctXxZo^ivoi  oTToiocg  MI/  at- 
ffcTfWf  0  Motf x*ai/o?5  xat  Jau- 

TW   ?3V«1/T*«T0,  jtAll   l/OWV   £  iXX" 


PART  n. 


the  Go/pel  of  Peter. 

feme  ifi  the  parifli  of  Roflus, 
who,   through    the   occafion 
of  the  faid  Scripture,  fell  in- 
to fome  erroneous  do£trine$. 
It  may  not  be  improper  to 
produce  fome  few  paffagcs  of 
it,  in  which  he  declares  what 
his  fentiments  were  of  that 
book.      He     writes     thus ; 
V  Wie,  brethren,  do  receive 
«  Peter  and  the  other  Apof- 
"  ties  even  as  Chriftj    but 
"  '*^  fpurious  pieces    under 
"  their  names,  as  well  know- 
"  ing  them,  we  reje£fy  having 
**  good  evidence  that  we  have 
"  received  nofuch  things.  For 
*'  when  I  was  among  you,  I 
*^  fuppofed  that  all  were  be- 
*'  lievers  of  the  triie  doc- 
"  trine ;  and  h  not  reading 
"  over  the  book  which  they 
**  brought  me,  under  the  title 
of  the  Go/pel  of  Peter^l 
faid,  If  this  be  the  only  oc- 
**  cafion  of  your  contention, 
<*  let  the  book  be  read.     But 
"  now  perceiving,  by  what 
*^  I  am  told,  that  they  bad 
**  fome  fecret  herefy  in  their 
"  minds  (viz.  which  they  had 
"  a  mind  to  fupport  by  this 
"  book),  I  will  fpecdily  make 
"  another  viiit  to  you.     But 
"  we,  brethren,  know  what 
"  the  herefy  of  Marcianus  is, 
"  who  is  not  confiftent  with 
"  himfe]f>  not  undferftanding 
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X«,  a  paS-uVtd-S-i  Ig  m  Jpv     **  what  he  faid,  as  you  may 


syjafil, 


'EJi 


y^?. 


auTo  tSto  to  EJafygXiOk,  t«t- 
£ri   TffOLDx  Twv  3i»S6y(<cv  roov 

Tcc;  xaXsj^Ei^  (tix  y^^  'srXiiova( 
(fpoyYt^QLTX  l}C£(va)y  In  tvi^  J^t- 

auTo^v  [difANTitv^  xosi  fulfil'  toi* 

^EV  ZrAstOy^  T8   OfCTtf  XoyS  T2f 

jtA£va,  fi&  x»t  VTrcra^o-jMcy  ujtArv. 


<<  perceive  by  what  has  been 
**  written  to  you.  For  we 
**  prevailed  over  thofe  others, 
*<  who  make  ufe  of  this  Gof* 
**  pel,  i.  c.  over  thofe  who 
**  were  his  (viz.  Marcia- 
"  nus*s)  fucceflbrs,  whom  we 
*«  call  Docetas  (for  they  have 
^^  in  their  icheme  of  dofh-ine 
*'  a  great  variety  of  fenti* 
*'  ments),  and  having  bor- 
«  rowed  (the  faid  Gofpel)  of 
*'  them  to  perufe,  found  out 
^^  many  things  rightly  fpoken 
*'  of  our  Saviour,  and  others 
**  as  bad,  which  I  have  fub- 
«  joined  to  this  Epiftle-*'  So 
ifar  Serapion  a. 


2.  By  TcrtuUian  \ 

Evangclium,  quod  edidit  Mar-  The  Gofpel,  which  Mark 
cus,  Petri  adfirmatur,  cujus  publiChcd,  is  affirmed  by  form 
interpres  Marcus.  to  he  the  Gofpel  of  Peter, 

whofe  interpreter  Mark  was. 

3.  By  Origen^ 
T«?  i\  <iii\(fh  'luo-S    ^a,(rl     There    arc    fome    who   fay 


fAoifjLEvoi  li  iiriyiy^oifMixiys 
xarflJ  nirjov  EuayffXjij,  n  t?? 
|3/SAtf  'losxfiJSis,  UttfC  'Iwo'Ti^  EX 


*  I  imagine  there  is  fome  defe^l 
>in  the  Greek  of  Kufebius,  in  the 
latter  part  of  this  paragraph)  not 
only  becaufe  the  tranilators  RufHn> 
Chtiftopherfon,  and  ValefitR  prodi- 


the  brethren  of  Chrift  (here 
mentioned)  were  the  children 
of  Jofeph,  by  a  former  wife, 
who  lived  with  him  before 
Mary  i  and  they  are  induced 


^ioufly  difagreey  but  becaufe  it  ts 
Icarce  capable  of  ajuft  Verfion. 

**  Lib.  4..  adv.  Marcion.  c.  5. 

'  Conunent.  in  Matt.  xiii.  55. 


Trfon^acg 


#$  «puV^  vr^ i  frit  M«if(M« 


•^AftT  XI. 


to  this  opinion  by  (ome  paf- 
fages  in  that  which  is  intitled. 
The  Gofpd  of  Piter,  or  the 
Book  of  James. 

4*  Sy  Eufcbius  \ 
Ti  ri  j*rli/— jc^T*  oJtJv  ,«*vo-.     It  is  evident,  that  the  book 


intitledjT/J^  Goffel  of  Peter  ^-^ 
is  not '  by  any  means  to  be 
.efteemed  Canonic^,  inafmuch 
as  none  of  the  antients,  nor 
any  of  our  Ecclefiaftical  writ- 
ers, have  taken  t^imonie( 
out  of  it. 


i^  ayVS  (rui/£j^flraTo  ju-a^-nj* 

By  the  fame  ^^ 
Ife  places  it  among  the  koois  forged  by  the  Hereticks  under 
the  Jpo^Uf*  nams4  no$  received  nor  cited  by  any  Ecclefiaftical 
writer,  but  to  he  r,eje£led  as  impious  and  abfurd.     See  the  place 
at  large  above,  Chap.  XXI.  Numb.  XXXIII. 

5.  By  Jerome,  in  the  Life  of  Peter  ^ 
Lfbri  autem  ejus,  e  qurbus     But  thofe  (other)  books  (odled 
tmus  A£fcorum  ejus  infcribi- 
tur,  sdius  Evangelii—— inter 
Apocryphas  Scripluras  repu- 
tantur. 


Peter's),  among  which  one  is 
his  Afls,  another  his  Gofpd 
——are  reckoned  among  the 
Apocryphal  Scriptures^ 


6.  By  the  fame  \  in  the  Life  of  Serapion. 
Aliiim  de  Evangelic,  quod     He   compofeJ    alfo   another 


fub  Petri  nomine  fertur,  li- 
bmm  compofiiit,  ad  Rhofen- 
fem  CiUcis  Ecclefiam,.  qu« 
in  baerefm  ex  ejus  leflione  di» 
vertcrat. 


«  Hift.  Eccl.  I.  3.  c.  3. 
"  Id.  I.  3.  c.  25. 


book,  cpuccrning  the  Gofiel 
which  is  carried  about  under 
the  name  of  Peter,  infcrlbed  to 
the  Church  of  Roflus  in  Ci- 
licia,  who  by  the  reading  of 
that  book  had. fallen  into  he- 
refy. 

«  Catal.  vir.  illtiftr.  in  Petro. 
**  id.  ill  Strap. 

7.  By 
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«  • 

7«  By  Gdafius,  io  his  Decree,  according  to  fpme  editions. 
EvangeUanooune  Petri  ApcC-     The  Go(pels  under  the  xuune 
toU  Apocrypha*  of  Peter  the  Apoftle  ace  Apo* 

cryphaL 

From  thefe  paflages  it  is  not  difficult  to  cotne  to  a  deter* 
mination  concerning  this  book;  only  it  feems  nece^aiy  firft 
to  obferve,  that  though  I  have  recited  here  the  paflage  of  Ter* 
tullian,  in  which  the  Gofpel  of  Mark  appears  formerly  to 
have  been  called  the  Gofpel  of  Peter,  yet  it  is  by  no  means  to 
be  confouxided  with,  or  taken  for  the  fame  with  the  Apocry* 
phal  book  now  under  confideration.  I  was  obliged  here  to 
mention  the  paflage  of  Tertullian,  becaufe  my  defign  obliges 
me  to  produce  every  place  where  there  is  any  fuch  mention  ; 
but  it  would  be  madnefs  hence  to  infer,  that  thefe  two  books 
were  the  fame,  feeing  all  the  writers,  who  mention  this  Got* 
pel  of  Peter^have  rejeAed  it  as  fpurious,  but  every  one  oif 
them  agree  in  the  receiving  of  St.  Mark's  Gofpel  as  Canoni- 
cal;  which  could  never  have  happened,  had  they  been  the  fame 
book.  But  not  to  leave  the  reader,  who  is  unacquainted  with 
thefe  things,  in  the  dark,  as  to  the  reafon  of  Mark* s  GoJ^d 
being  called  by  the  name  of  Peter ^  I  obferve,  that  this  was  ocr 
cafioned  by  the  tmiverfatty  prevailing  opinion  among  thefirfl 
Chrijlians^  that  St,  Mark^  being  the  companion  of  Peter ^  wrote 
the  Gojpelnow  extant  ui^der  his  name^from  the  mouth  of  Peter ^ 
or  from  what  he  heard  him  preach  at  Rome.  This  is  attefted 
by  Papias,  Irenaeus,  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  Origen,  Jerome, 
and  many  others,  as  I  have  elfewhere  obferved,  and  endea* 
voured  to  prove  their  tradition  to  be  true  in  this  matter,  from 
fome  internal  evidetices  in  the  Gofpel.  See  my  Vindicatioi) 
of  St.  Matthew's  Goipel,  againft  Mr.  Whifton,  Chap.  VI. 
From  all  this  it  is  plain,  the  Gofpel  of  Peter^  now  under  dif^ 
cuflion,  was  another  book  than  that  of  St.  Mark*  By  whom 
it  was  forgedj  is  not  very  certain  :  Dr.  Grabe »,  and  after  him 
Dr.  Mill  S  fuppofe  //  to  have  been  made  by  Leucius^  whom 


•  Spicilepj.  Patr.  torn.  i.  p.  58,       §•  337.- 
.'•  Proltgom.  in  Nov.  Teftam. 
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they  reckon  to  have  been  a  Heretick  of  the  fccond  century : 
but  in  this  they  feem  miftaken,  becaufe,  as  I  have  above 
proved.  Chap.  XXI.  Leucius  did  not  Kve  till  the  latter  end 
rfthe  third,  or  beginning  of  the  fourth  century;  whereas  this 
Gofpel  appears  to  have  been  extant  in  the  fecond  century,  by 
the  book  which  Serapion  wrote  concerning  it,  who  was  bilhop 
of  Antioch  in  die  eleventh  year  of  the  Emperor  Commodus, 
1.  e.  in  the' year  of  Chrift  190,  as  is  plain  from  the  Chronicon 
of  Eurebius,  and  Jerome's  Account  of  his  Life,  above  cited. 
That  therefore  which  feems  to  me  moft  probable,  concerning 
the  original  of  this  book,  is,  that  it  was  a  compofure  of  thofe 
antient  Hereticks,  in  the  fecond  century,  called  TJje  Doceta^ 
ifrom  ^oy.uv  to  appear^  becaufe  they  believed  and  taught  that  the 
fnfferings  ofjefus  Chriji  were  not  real^  but  only  In  appear- 
ance •.  For  of  thefe  Hereticks,  Serapion  fays,  he  borrowed 
this  book  (if  I  rightly  underftand  Eufebius),'and  in  it  he  ob- 
ficrved  feveral  erroneous  notions  concerning  Chrift,  which  no 
one  can  reafonably  doubt  were  thefe  of  Chrift's  not  real,  but 
apparent  fufFering^,  after  reading  the  paflage.  Mr,  Dodwell, 
though  he  interprets  the  Greek  of  Eufebius  fomewhat  dif- 
ferently, neverthelefs  concludes  the  fame  from  them,  viz.  that 
this  Gofpel  was  forged  by  the  Docetae  *>  j  and  if  this  be  true, 
I  would  offer  it  here  as  a  conjefturc,  that  perhaps  the  Gofpel 
ef  BaJilideSy  of  which  I  have  zhovc  treated,  Chap.  XI.  Numb. 
IX.  was  the  very  fame  either  in  the  whoky  or  in'  a  great  mea- 
fure  at  leajl^  with  this  Apocryphal  Gofpel  under  the  name  of 
Peter ;  and  this  I  am  the  rather  inclined  to  believe, 
'  Firft,  Becaufe  theje  Doeeta  were  a  branch  of  the  GnoJiicks\ 
and  of  thefe  BoftUdes  was  the  head  and  founder,  BafUides  a 
quo  Gno/lici,  fays  Eufebius  in  his  Chronicon  ad  Ann.  Chrifti 
136;  i.  e.  from  Bafilides  proceeded  the  Gnofticks. 
.  Secondly,  Becaufe  the  Doeeta  arofe  much  about  the  fame 
iime  that  Bafilides  and  his  opinions  became  known  in  the  world. 
The  Docetae,  as  appears  from  their  being  mentioned  by  Sera- 
pion, mud  at  leaft  have  been  formed  into  a  fed  b^efore  the 


»  Vid.  Clem.  Alex.  Strom,  lib.  ^  Dcdwell.  Differt.  in  Iren.  IV. 

3.  p.  4.65.  Sc  lib,  7.  p.  765,  {.  35,  p.  364.. 

end 
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end  of  the  fecond  century,  and  very  probably  before  the  tiiiddle 
of  it ;  for  Serapion  difputed  againft  thofe.  of  this  icSt^  who 
were  (as  he  calls  them)  die  ^»a^x«*»  the  fuccejfors  of  Marcia- 
nus,  who  was  one  of  thefe  Docete.  Now  Serapion  livings 
as  has  been  above  proved,  in  the  year  190,  and  there  having 
been  fgme  fucceffms  of  thefe  Hereticks  between  Marcianus 
and  Serapion,  it  neCeflarily  follows,  duit  thefe  Hereticks  mui^ 
have  arofe  at  leaft  before  the  year  150,  t.  e.  before  the  middle 
of  this  century*  Befides»  it  is  commonly  fuppofed  from  thole 
words  of  Clemens  Alexandrinus  s- in  which  he  calls  Julius 
Caffiamis  i(apx^f  r?^  Aoxq<rc<^<,  that  be  was  the  firjl  founder  of 
thefe  Doceta ;  and  if  fo,  it  will  follow  that  they  were  fomewhat 
earlier;  for  then  Marcianus  muft  alfo  have  been  one  of  his 
fucceiTors.  I  conclude,  therefore,  that  the£e  Docetae  arofe 
very  early  in  the  fecond  century^  and  confequently  about  the 
undoubted  time  in  wfakh  Bafilliks  and  his  tenets  became  moft 
famous.  r 

Thirdly,  Bacaufe  BafeUd^s  mi  his  difciples  affirmedj  that 
Chrtji  was  not  really  a  man  inflejh,  but  only  aff  eared  to  befo  ; 
and  accordingly  tuas  not  really  crucified^  but,  while  hefeemed  to 
befbj  another  was  erucified  in  hisfiead.  This  appears  by  Ire* 
neus  and  Epiphanius^s  account  of  this  Heretick,  in  the  places 
cited  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  b.  Now  that  thefe  were  alfo 
^e  principles  of  the  Docetae,  is  fui&ciently  evident ;  and 
even  from  their  very  name :  from  which  fo  univerial  agree* 
ment,  both  in  refpe£l  of  time  and  tenets,  I  offer  it  as  probable 
at  leaft,  that  the  Gofpd  of  Bafilides,  and  die  Gofpel  of  Peter, 
i.  e.  the  Gofpel  of  the  Docetae,  was  me  and  the  fame  book.     « 

Fourthly,  Xo  all  this  I  add,  that  Bafilides* s  Gofpel feems  to 
have  conjifled  of  many  t^meSy  or  dijlin£i  books  \.  which'  probably 
are  thofe  twenty-four  mentioned  by  Agrippa  Caftor  (fee 
above.  Chap*  XL  Numb.  IX.)  :•  arid  accordingly  in  the  De« 
cree  of  Pope  G^I^fius,  we^Ddth(s  Gofpel  under  the  name  of 
Peter  recited  in  the  plural  number,  Evangdia  mffiine  Apojloh 

.  »  Strom,  lib.  5.  p.  465.  Epiphan,  Hjercf.  14. 

b  Irtn.  adv.  Hasref.  1.  x.  c.  33. 
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Fetri  Apocrypha.     The  Gofptb  (or  trarious  books  of  the  Oof- 
pcl)  taidir  the  name  cf  Peter y  ere  ApocryphaU 

Whatever  original  be  aferibed  to  dif9  book,  we  have  the 
jufteft  reafon  to  rqed  it  as  fpurious  and  Apocrjrphali  by  Prop. 
I  V»  V,  VI,  as  aHo,  if  the  foundation  of  tiie  foregoing  conjec- 
ture be  juft,  by  Prop.  Vllf.  at  containing  things  certainh 

known  to  hefalfcy  and  contrary  to  the  whole  ie/^n  of  Qjri/ian-' 
hy.    Nor  need  we  at  all  be  moved  bj  wtaaC  Dr.  Mill  ^  (who 

is  ever  too  fond  of  the  Apocryphal  books,  as  v^as  Dr.  Grabe» 

whom  he  follows)  urges,  that  this  Gofpel  was  publickly  read 

by  tiie  Chriftians  ;  thdre  being  no  more  foundation  for  this 

too  rafh  and  unguarded  afiertion,  dan  that  Serapion,  to  pre- 

vent  an  uneaflnefs  and  contention  in  one  particular  Churchy 

told  the  people,  whbnt  ho  inngined  all  wdl  eftablifbed  in  the 

fditb,  that  they  might  read  die  book ;  though  Ufnfelf  after* 

wards,  wben  he  had  peru&d  it,  dedared  againft  it»  as  an  here« 

tical  book.     Nor  would  it  be  at  all  more  material  to  ofajedi 

that  Origenj  in  die  pafG^e  riyove^  has  ilppealed  to  iMs  book ; 

for  it  is  plain  by  die  paflage, 

I*  That  Origen  himfe^ never  faw  it\  for  be  dpes  hot  hiiiK 
ieif  cite  it,  only  propofes  a  hiftory  which  he  had  heard  fome 
others  took  out  ofit^  and  knew  not  himfelf  «4iether  it  was  in 
this,  or  |;he  book  of  James. 

2.  He  himfelf  did  not  credit  either  the  book  or  the  tradi^ 
tilKi  taken  out  of  it^;  hence  he  ufes  the  word  l^fum^^  to  ie* 
note  the  ra/hnefs  tfthofe  who  regarded  it. 

3*  He  feveral  times  declares,  be  only  received  the  four 
Gofpds,  which  we  now  receive*  See  above,  Chap* 
XXVIIL 

Thuis  I  have  endeavoured  to  make  the  beft  enquiry  I  could 
into  this  Gofpel  6f  Peter,  which  I  fliall  now  leave ;  ^vij  ob* 
ierving,  how  much  too  hafty  Mr..Whifton  was,  when  he 

averted  this  book  as  probably  in  fonnfei^e  afdcred  boot  K 

* 

*  Prolegom.  inNov.Tell.  §•  336.      ^  Efliiy  on  the  ConiUtutions,  p.  24. 


CHAP. 


CHAP.  XXXII.        The  Jiidgmeia  ^  ftttr. 


335 


CHAP.    XXXlf. 

The  judgment  of  PeUr..  Dr.  Cavi^s  Opinion^  that  it  umt 
the  fame  with  the  Shepherd  of  HermaSj  eonfutedm  Dr^ 
Grabe^s  ingenious  ConjeSiure^  that  it  was  the  fame  with  the 
Preaching  of  Peter,  dijproved.  Dr.  MiU*s  Opinion^  that  it 
ivat  the  fame  with  the  Kivelation  of  Peur,  refuUd^ 


Numb.  LI.  The  JUDGMENT  of  PETER. 

OF  this  book  we  h&ve  not  any  mentioti  till  the  latter  end 
of  the  fourth  coitury,  by  Jerome  and  Rufin* 


u  By  Jerome  •,  in 

Libri  autem  ejus,  e  quibus 
unus  A£torum  gui  iilfcribi- 
tur,  alius  EvangeKt,  tertius 
f^raedieatioi^is,  qOartus  Apo*- 
criy{>feo9,  quiiitus  Judicii,  in^ 
itx  Apocryphas  Scripturas  re- 
putantur. 


His  Life  of  Peie^«r 

But  thofe  (other)  books» 
called  Peter's,  amoi^  which 
one  is  his  ASs,  another  his 
Oofpel,  a  third  his  Preadi^ 
ing,  .a  fourth  his  RetrelatiOfi, 
a  fifth  his  Judgment^  are  re* 
puted  among  the  Apocryphal 
Scriptures. 


2.  By  RufEn  ^%  in  his  Expofltion  of  the  Apoftks'  Creed* 
After  an  enumeration  of  the  Canonical  books* 

Sciendum  tamen  eft)  quod  et     It  mxift  be  obferved,  that  there 


alii  libri  funt,  qui  non  Cano- 
nici,  led  Ecclefiaftici^  a  ma- 
joribus  appellati  funt,  ut  eft 
Sapientta  Salomonis,  —  &c. 
In  Novo  vero  Teftamento 
libellus,  qui  dici(ur  Faftoris 


are  other  books  which  wero 
not  called  by  our  forefather^ 
Canonical,  but  Ecclefiaftical  ^ 
fuch  as  the  Wifdom  of  Soio- 
mony  &c.  in  the  Old  Tefta^ 
nient.  But  in  the  New  Tet 
tament,  the  little  book  which 
is  called   The   Shepherd^  09 


•  Catal.  Vir.  Dluflr.  in  Pctro. 

*  Inter  Opp.  Cypriani,   §.  36. 
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live  Hermatii,  qui  appellatur  Hermas ;  that  which  is  called 

Duae  Viae,  vel  Judicium  Pe-  7i^  Two  Waysy  or  7J^  Judg- 

tri ;  quae  legi  quidem  in  £c*  nunt  of  Peter^   which  they 

deiiis  voluerunt,  non  tamen  woyld  have  to  be  read  in  the 

proferri   ad  au£loritatem  ex  Churches,  but  not  to  be  urged 

bis  fidei  confirmandatn«  as  of  any  authority  in  con- 
firming matters  of  faith. 

There  being  nothing  more  faid  of  this  book^  it  requires 
but  little  pains  to  prove  it  Apocryphal :  it  appears  manifeftly 
to  have  been  fuch  by  Prop.  IV.  and  V  j  and  though  frnt 
would  have  it  read  in  the  Churches^  as  Ruffin  fays,  yet  it  wai 
never  judged  of  Canonical  authority^  as  he  exprefsly  tells  us, 
but  only  read  as  an  Ecclefiaflical  book,  i,  e.  as  the  Apocry- 
pha of  the  Old  Teftamentand  the  Homilies  are  appointed  to 
be  read  in  l^ngland  nowi  and  fo  may  very  v^eil  be  judged 
Apociyphal  alfo  by  Prep.  VI. 

Among  later  writers,  I  have  not  met  with  any  thing  f^id  of 
this  book,  only  that  our  three  learned  Doctors  in  England 
(whom  I  have  fo  often  mentioned  inr  the  preceding  Chapters} 
have  formed  three  feveral  and  very  diftiix^  judgments  con- 
cerning this  book  ;  neither  of  which  feems  to  have  any  great 
appearance  of  truth.  Dr.  Cave »  underftands  RufEn,  as  mak^ 
ing  it  the  fame  with  the  Shepherd  of  Hermas.  Dr.  Grabe** 
fuppofes  it  the  fame  with  the  Preaching  of  Peter,  and  Dr. 
Mill «  the  fame  with  the  Revelation  of  Peter  ;  from  cither  of 
which  it  was  certainly  a  diftinft  book. 

I.  As  to  Dr.  Cave's  opinion,  though  I  confefe  it  was  very 
eafy  for  any  one  to  fall  into  it,  it  plainly  appears  to  have  been 
founded  on  a  too  carelefs  reading  of  Ruffin^s  words,  Libellus.^ 
qui  dicitur  Pajiorisfive  Hermatisy  qui  appellatur  Dua  V'tte^ 
vel  Judicium  Petri,  qua  legi  quidem  in  Eccleftis  voluerunty 
&c.  which  according  to  him  niuft  be  pointed  and  tranflated 
thu|:  The  little  book  which  is  called.  The  Shepherd  or  Her- 
mas, which  is  called  the  Two  Waysy  or  the  Judgment  of  Peter  \ 
as  though  thefe  were  only  feveral  titles  of  the  fame  book. 

•  Hift.  Liter,  in  Petro,  p-  5.-  «  Prokgom.  in  Nov.  Tcftam.  f 

^  Spicileg.  Patr.Secul.  J.  p.  56.      x)6. 

But 
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But  the  Doflor  did  not  confider,  diat  the  relathi  particle  qui\ 
where  it  occurs  in  the  fecond  place,  requires  the  fub/lantive 
libellusy  meaning  a  diftindi  book,  to  be  before  it  as  well  as  in 
the  firft  pTace ;  and  that  if  it  did  not,  either  it  and  the  word 
^ffellatur  miift  be  both  quite  ufelefs^  or  eHe  there  muft  have 
been  an  etiatn^  or  fome  fuch  particle  inferted  :  fo  that  inftead 
of  tranflattng  it,  as  he  would  have  it,  The  book  which  is  called' 
the  Shepherd  or  Hernias,  which  is  called  the  Two*  Ways,  ^c» 
which  every  one  muft  fee  to  be  an  abfurd  way  of  fpeaking ; 
it  is  very  naturally,  and  according  to  plain  conftru£tion,  to 
be  tranflated  thus.  The  book  which  is  called  the  Shepherd  or 
Hermas,  that  (book)  which  is  called  the  Two  Ways,  &c.  Bc« 
fides,  had«Ruifin  deiigned  to  have  exprefied  the  three  titles  of 
one  book^  he  would  have  inferted  the  particle  vel  before  Du^f 
yiiPj  as  well  as  before  judicium  Petri.    To  add  no  more  of 
diis,  there  is  another  (}ueftion  moved  by  Pamelius  %  HHjether 
tie  words  Durz  Viae  may  not  belong  to  Judicium  Petri,  tfx  a 
different  title  of  that  book  ?  To  which  I  only  anfwer,  that  the 
|»rticte  vel  feems  to  make  it  more  probable  it  did  (thou^ 
tipon  what  account  it  was  fo  intided,  is  not  pof&ble  for  vl$ 
now  to  guefs),  than,  as  Mr.  Fabritius  fuppofes,  that  it  was  a 
dlftinSi  title  of  a  4iff^rent  book  from  either  \  viz.  either  the 
feventh  Book  of  the  Jpqftolical  Conjli tut  ions,  or  the  lajl  Part  of 
the  Epijile  of  Barnabas ;  into  one  of  which  this  book  of  the  Twa 
Ways  was  taken* 

2.  Dr.  Grabe*s  conjefture  concerning  the  Judgment  of 
Peter  is  much  more  plaufible  than  the  former,  viz.  That  it 
was  the  fame  with  the  Preaching  of  Peter.  What  he  offers 
feems  fo  ingenious,  that  I  fhall  give  it  the  reader  as  exa£^ly  as 
I  can.  Js  to  the  Judgment  of  Peter,  fays  he,  mentioned  by 
Ruffin  and  Jerome^  I  doubt  Ruffin  meeting  in  fome  Greek  books 
with  tho  word  ^i^  contradedly  written  for  K^f^^/xa,  thought 
it  was  defigned  for  Kpi/w«,  and  fo  tranflated  it  in  Latin  Judi^ 
cium ;  and  Jerome  following  RufEn,  without  due  cbnjidetation 
looked  upon  it  as  a  difiinU  book  from  the  Preaching  of  Peter, 
when  it  was  really  the  fame  ^*  This  feen>s  very  plauAble  j  but 

'  Annot.    in    Ruflin.   Expofit,  *  Loc.  jam  cit. 

Symbol.  Apoftol.  in  loc. 

Vol.  I.  Z  .  I  have 
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I  have  to  oppofe  to  it,  that  it  is  very  improbable  Ruffin  fhould 
be  guilty  of  fuch  a  miftake,  or,  if  he  was,  that  Jerome  fhould 
follow  him  in  it. 

Firft,  It  is  highly  improbable  Ruffin  Jhould  be  guilty  of  fuch 
a  mijiake ;  for  betides  that  he  was  fo  much  acquainted  with 
the  antient  books,  as  appears  by  the  many  writings  of  his 
own,  which  are  now  extant,  and  the  many  Latin  tranflations 
which  he  made  of  others,  (viz.  Jofephus,  Eufebius,  Origen, 
Bafil,  Gregory  Nazianzen,  &c.)  the  Preaching  of  Peter  was 
a  book  mentioned  by  feveral  writers,  and  particularly  by  Eu- 
feblus  %  whom  he  tranflated  into  Latin,  and  whofe  hiftory  he 
continued  to  his  time ;  and  therefore  it  is  not  likely  he  fhould 
miftake  any  other  name  for  this,  efpecially  when  it  was  a 
name  that  he  had  never  known  nor  heard  before.  Befides,  it 
(eems  to  me  very  improbable,  that  he  fhould  thus  read  x^V 
for  x9ft^7fux,  becaufe  although  x^^v^/Aa  fometimes  fhould  be  (b 
contra£ledly  written,  as  Dr.  Grabe  fuppofes,  viz.  7^^  RufSn 
could  never  imagine  any  fcribe  would  make  that  contradion 
to  fland  for  the  word  Mp»jxa,  and  that  for  this  plain  reafon,  that 
he  would  be  as  long  in  writing  the  contra£ticn  7^  with  Ac 
line  on  top,  or  longer,  than  in  writing  the  word  at  lengdi 

Secondly,  If  we  fuppofe  Ruffin  to  have  made  this  miftake, 
it  is  no  way  probable  that  Jerome  Jhould  follow  him  in  it  \  for 
Jerome  did  not  write  his  Catalogus  Virorum  lUufirium  till 
about  the  year  392,  or  afterwards;  before  virhich  time  there 
were  fuch  fierce  contentions  between  him  and  Ruffin,  that 
make  it  very  unlikely  he  fhould  tranfcribe  the  blunders  of  his 
books.  But  to  fay  no  more,  in  the  very  nature  of  the  thing 
it  can  fcarce  be  imagined  that  Jerome  fhould  thus  follow 
Ruffin  ;  and  therefore,  feeing  Ruffin  and  Jerome  both  fpeak 
of  a  book  called  the  Judgment  of  Peter ^  and  Jerome  fpeaks 
of  the  Judgment  and  Preaching  of  Peter  fo  very  diftindly  as 
in  the  place  aboye,  calling  one  the  thirds  the  other  the  fifth 
under  Peter's  name,  I  conclude  this  Judgment  to  have  been 
really  a  diflin£t  book. 

s^  Hift.  Eccl.  h  3.  c.  3. 

Thirdly, 


CHAP,  xxxiii.     Petit  and  Paulas  PreacbingJ  339 

Thirdly,  Dr.  Mill  has  a  conje£lure  much  lefs  probable  than 
the  former,  concerning  this  Judgment  o/Peter^  viz.  that  it 
was  the  very  fame  with  the  Revelation  of  Peter  (of  which 
hereafter.  Numb.  LIIL)  and  as  it  was  firft  called  Apocalyffis 
by  the  Greeks,  afterwards  being  by  the  Latuis  tranflated,  was 
called  by  them  Judicium^  or  Judgment^  becaufe  it  treated  of 
the  Judgments  of  God  denounced  againji^  and  jhortly  to  he  in^ 
fi£fed  upony  the  Jews.     But  againft  this  I  urge, 

1.  That  it  does  not  appear,  that  the  Revelation  was  written 
on  this  fubjeiS;. 

2.  If  it  really  was,  the  title,  Judicium  Petriy  would  not  have 
been  given  to  it  by  any  one  who  underjlood  the  Latin  tongue  ; 
for  though  the  word  judgment  be  ufed  in  this  fenfe  in  our  Ian* 
guage,  viz.  for  the  &me  idea  as  vengeance  from  God^  yet  in 
this  antlent  time  the  word  judicium  was  feldom  or  never  ufed 
in  this  fenfe. .  Befides,  if  it  had,  the  book  muft  have  been  in* 
tided,  Judicia  Dei,  and  not  Judicium  Petri,  viz.  the  Judg^ 
ments  rf  Gody  not  the  Judgment  of  Peter.    But  of  this  enough. 


CHAP.  xxxm. 

The  Preaching  of  Peter  and  Paul.  An  antient  Epijtte  under 
the  Name  of  Peter  to  James,  relating  to  it,  produced  at  length 
in  Greet  and  EngKJh.  Several  large  Fragments  and  TeJlU 
monies  of  the  Jntients  concerning  it. 

Numb.  LII.  The  PREACHING  of  PETER  and  PAUL: 
Or,  The  DOCTRINE  of  PETER. 

T^HE  reafon  of  thefe  diflFerent  titles  has  in  part  been  already 

-*•    affigned  above,  where  I  have  proved  that  the  Preaching 

rfPaul  and  Peter  were  the  titles  of  one  and  the  fame  book  *. 

*  Sec  above.  Chap.  XXX.  Numb.  XLV. 

Z  2  As 


As  for  the  tftle  Rcrc  given  it,  yiai.  ilt  DaRfim  Hf  Ptttr^  it 
will  fo  clearly  appear  to  belong  to  it  in  th^  feqoel  of  this  DiT-^ 
fertation,  that  I  (hall  fiiy  no  more  concemihg  it  here. 

This  book  is  not  only  a  very  antient  one^  but  has  been  of 
very  confiderable  repute,  generally  fuppolfed  to  have  be^n  cited 
by  fome  of  the  oMeft  Fiitfaeri,  as  (feradebh,  Clemei^,  Tbeo* 
dotaS)  5rc«  and  dierefoi'e  requires  mucli  care  in  the  dilcuffing 
it :  and  indeed  of  att  the  Apocrypha  of  die  New  Teftament, 
there  is  nohe,  the  cohfidehttiofk  d  which  is  attended  with 
greater  difficulties  than  this,  except  the  Gofpel  of  die  Egyp- 
tians and  the  Na^arehes.  The  writei^s  who  have  mentioned 
it,  are  as  follow,  viz. 

L  The  author  of  die  Efuftle  under  die  ittime  of  PtUr  U 
Janus. 

This,  diough  unqueftionably  ^  forgery,  yet  (eems  to  be  a 
very  early  one  of  fome  Ehiomte  \  and  becaufe  the  Epiftle  itfelf 
does  wholly  relate  to  this  book  of  the  Preaching  of  Peter^ 
and  has  been  fuppofed  by  fome  to  have  been  a  Preface  to  it  \ 
i  fiiaH  think  it  not  improper  to  infert  it  all,  with  an  Engliih 
tranflation,  here ;  though,  were  it  not  for  this  reafon,  it  ought 
more  properly  to  have  been  deferred  to  the  third  Part  of  this 
••  work.  Wherefore  I  (hall  not  here  enter  into  large  critical 
enquirres  concerning  it,  only  make  fuch  few  remarks  as  (haH 
be  necefiary  to  the  formring  a  better  judgment  concerning  the 
Apocryphal  book  we  have  now  under  coniideration,  viz.  tbe 
Preaching  of  Peter. 

EniSTOAH  HETPOY  i^^h     The  EPISTLB  of  PETER 
lAKHBON.  to  JAMES. 

JIfiTf  ^  'I«}t»Su;,  Tw  xuf /o)  xal  Peter  to  James,  Lord  and 
imtTKovui  rni  oiyUq  £x-  Bijhop  of  the  Holy  CSfurcb^ 
AM(rU;i  uVi  t5  twv  2a»j.         (wijbing)  perpetual  happi- 

m 

»    See    Mr.   podwcll's   learned     ,§.  lo.  p.  441.     The  Epiftle  was 
JDlifcrrt&tions  on  Irenams.  JDifT.  VI.      iirit  publiihed  hy  Cotelerius. 


nejk 


i 


ffiJ^»  xxxiiL  Piter  u  yams,  J4I 

V^r^lu  *»  *Jw  XfirJf         nefifrm  thi  Father  of  all 


things  ^  through  Jefus  Chrifi^ 


'****^  si;    to    xo»wi    wSichv 

croi  pfSx^i^,  fAfifm   rSy   ^Tro 
ruv  i^ySy    [4't7»fSy»^f   i^in 

laV   TK    ^oxf/A^9'3'fU    0H1/&* 
ivfwfif  ron   a;vTcp  3C0(Td&  t«v 

(T??  Tsrx^iiuKSf  roi$  rijy  )t03^- 

xroXfT«/aK  f  uXa^'rucri  Kwiyoti^ 
^^ret  jA,'niiv»   rfivov   ofxAcaf 


If  IpOrafmuch,  »»y  brother^ 
JO  ^  I  am  perfuaded  you 
are  alwajrs  very  ready  to  for* 
ward  any  thing  that  is  condu* 
cive  to  our  common  intereft^ 
I  earneftly  iqtreaf  and  defire, 
that  you  would  not  deliver  the 
books  of  my  Preachings  which 
I  have  fent^ou,  to  any  one  of 
^e  Gentiles,  nor  even  to  any 
one  of  our  country  (a  Jew), 
before  you  are  well  acquainted 
yfi^  him  \  but  if,  after  trial| 
he  be  found  worthv,  then  let 
them  be  delivered  to  him  after 
tlie  iame  manner  as  Mofes  de- 
livered (h^s  dodrine]  to  the 
Seventy  Afen^  who  were  his 
fucceflors*  Fpr  fucfi  cautious 
methods  have  been  hitherto 
fuccefsful.  And  the  people 
of  that  nation  (viz.  the  Jews), 
idierefoever  they  be,  obferve 
the  feme  rule  uf  monarchy* 
;md  condud;  nor  have  by 
any  means  been  induced  by 
tfiofi  Scriptures  (which  con- 
tain various  things)  to  enter- 
tain other  fentiments,  or  turif 
afide.    For  according  to  the 


rules  delivered  to  them,  they 
fnde^voui:  to  regulate  the  di%reements  of  the  Scriptures  i 


\  Cotelerlus  tranilates  it  Eandim  normam  de  unitatt  Dei  et  vitdt  infti' 

tuttom,  .       .         V  . 


Z3 


but 


PART  II. 


342  An  Epijlli  of 

TK  r\)ylv  i^ii  flJcS?  t«c  -Bra-     but  if  any  one  happen  to  be 


f »^o<r«c,  y«fxot  TJ^o^  rag  twv 

8   £V£X£I/  aSO€V(  OiO0C(rKeiV  ITTirPi" 

XfiJtrS'at.      £n»    tkto  Tsrap* 

.  lv»  yav  TO  o/xo(oy  xai 
Tiraf'  n/An/  yivnron  tok  eSJo- 
/xYjxoi/ra  njcAcov  cliiXfoT^y  ra,g 

^0^  fjt,sr»  ra  ojxois  ty!?  dytoyiig 

TO  Trff  iiSx<rx,»\txg  dvOfSij^^ 
ao'S'ai  /As^of^  s^o^ia^a}<riV« 
iS7r£t  £ay  jLtn  «TCUj  yivy\r»i^ 
£i?     X70AA0&;     yvtafLOLq     0     T)i; 

Xoy^.      TsTO   S\   «j^  wc  0 

xTfofilTUC  wy  fTTirafAai*   a*AX' 

DOtl    0&UT8   T8   XaXtf   TT]1/  0(P^Y|V 

of£i/«     TtvK  y«f  '»'wi'  oJtto 

ECTl/COy,  TO   0»    £j(A8  yO^l[A0U  MTTE" 

ioxii^xa-xv  H»jguyn*«,   t8  Ij^- 

$x(nLO(,XiO(.y,  Kat  Taura  m 
jx«  nn^ioyT^  iiri^iofifray  ti- 


ignorant  of  the  traditions^  he 
is  to  fay  nothing  of  the  oracles 
of  the  Prophets,  which  have 
various  fignifications*  Where- 
fore  ihey  permit  no  one  to 
teach,  unlefs  he  have  before 
learned  how  the  Scriptures 
ought  to  be  handled.  So  that 
among  them  there  is  one  God, 
one  law,  and  one  hope. 

II.  In  order  therefore  Aat 
the  like  may  be  among  us  as 
the  Seventy  Men,  and  our 
brethren,  deliver  the  books  of 
my  Preaching  with  the  lame 
artifice  of  fecrecy,  that  they 
may  ferve  to  inftru£l  thofe 
who  have  a  mind  to  under- 
take the  office  of  teachers: 
otherwife  my  true  dodrines 
will  be  divided  into  many  dif- 
ferent opinions.  But  dii$  I 
do  not  pretend  to  foreknow  as 
a  Prophet,  but  as  already  fee- 
ing the  beginnings  of  this 
mifchief.  For  fome  of  the 
Gentiles  have  (already)  rc- 
jeSed  my  Preachingy  which  is 
according  to  the  Law,  ad- 
hering to  the  tricing  do£frines 
of  a  perfon  who  is  an  enemy y 
and  fuch  doSirines  as  are  a- 
gainfi  the  Law.  And  thefe 
things  fome  have  attempted, 
even  while  I  am  alive,  per- 
verting   the    intent    of  my 

words 
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\  »   ** 


itViiij.  To  *yaf  T048T0,  ety- 
rtiroa^fro'etv  eir*  t«  t«  0£8  vo- 

xat  UTTO  T«  Kujia  tipwv  |w,aj- 
Tuju^ti^rt,  tSTfgj  tuc  aidta  aura 
oiajxoy)]^,       iLTrft  srco?  SiTrcV) 

COVTOtt,   ICOTOS   fiP    Yl    jU.ia  X£^at« 


words  by  various  interpreta- 
tions, to  (fuppbrt  the  do6trinc 
of)  the  abrogation  of  the  Law^ 
as  though  I  myfelf  had  been 
of  that  opinion,  but  had  not 
courage  enough  plainly  to  de- 
clare it  5  which  God  forbid. 
But  to  do  that  would  be  to 
ad  contrary  to  the  Law  of 
God,  which  was  given  by 
Mofes,  and  received  a  tejli^ 
tnony  of  its  evertajiing  obliga^ 
tion  by  our  Lord  himfelf  when 
he  faid,  Heaven  and  earth  Jhall 
pafs  away^  but  one  jot^  or  one 
tittky  Jhall  by  no  means  pafs 


Taro  i\  £?f  tix€i/,  'Ivoi,  r»  isiy    from  the    Law  a.     This  he 
ra  y[yifiro(.\.      0\  i\  i%  otSoi     faid,  that  all  things  might  be 


^w;  Tov  ifjLov  vSv  i'jrotyUxxi* 
fAfi/oi,  a  J  w'doroLy  i^  gjxS  Ao- 
ya^y  lp,8  tS  UTTovr^  aJra^, 

yovrsq  ro7g  uV  aJrwy  xarij- 
;^8|!XHyo»C,  tSto  iTva*  to  I/aov 
^(oyfifActy  0  lyeo  »^£p  m^vfMii- 
^fiv*  El  Jg  f|tA«  in  Tsrsf *ov1®^ 
TO  I  aura  roX^Z^iv  xaTan]/'"* 
wcS-at*  zroa*w  y£  jxaAXoy  j(X£t' 

t/A6    TSrOifr^,    oj    j(X£t'    £jUt£    TOX- 
III.  *Il/»    ay   jtAV)    T048T01/   Tl 

x«i  W£»j3'ny,  T«k  £/Awi/  x>3jyy- 


accompliflied*  But  on  the 
other  hand  they,  engaging,  by 
I  know  not  what  means,  to 
declare  my  meaning,  pretend 
(to  explain)  my  words  more 
wifely  than  I  who  fpake  them, 
telling  their  catechumens,  that 
is  my  meaning,  of  which  I 
never  fo  much  as  thought. 
But  if  while  I  am  alive  they 
be,  fo  impudent  in  lying,  how 
much  more  will  they  venture 
to  do  the  fame  after  my  death  ? 

Ilfc  That  therefore  none  of 
thefe  things  may  happen,  I 
have  earneftly  deflred  and  in- 


*  Mat.  V.  1%. 


Z4 


treated 


344  -^«  Efiftli  of  Piter  to  Januu  ^aslt  U* 

jAdrm  «ff  tviiM^d  (r«*  (3^6X8?,     treated  you  (in  the  hegmmng 


yriv  7S'!»^oi^»y»if  ytotSi"  f^u  roTq 
KiofjuiiHovra  wx^iSiOMVy  roTg 
riy  KoAiSfieiv  aCrcZ  va^et\f\' 
(pitTiv.       h»  krtcq  roiq  iD-^r^; 

SZay'  l^fAriHvovrig^roi  iffoiyrx 

TUXh    pn    aUTOf    wo     »IAM£h»q 

xoLraffTTUfAtvoiy  Caro  rm  xocrd 

vmy  IAxo|Caci/0I|  aAAis?  £k  rok 
o[MOiov  rH;  o^ttuXskz^  lusyytooo'iy 

ioj^ocyrct  TtMXSg  icnf^ocyx  <roi* 

TO     Je     COI    ioX3V^     XU^I£     /U.^, 


^/wjf  /^^/^r  j  not  to  deliver  the 
books  of  my  Preachings  which 
I  have  fent  you,  either  to  any 
one  of  our  own  country  (a 
Jew)  or  Gentile,  till  you  have 
firft  proved  him  (or  are  ac- 
quainted with  him).;  and  then, 
if  after  trial  be  be  found  wor^ 
thy,  to  deliver  them  to  him 
after  the  fame  manner  as  Mor 
fes  delivered  his  do^ine  to 
the  Seventy  Men  who  wca 
his  fucceflbrsi  that  fo  they 
may  keep  the  faith,  and  every 
v^ere  deliver  the  rule  of  truth, 
interpreting  all  things  ac« 
cording  to  our  traditions  and 
lefl^,  being  themfelves  per- 
verted through  ignorance,  or 
drawn  afide  by  the  conjec- 
tures of  the  mind  into  errors, 
they  fhould  be  the  means  of 
leading  others  into  the  fame 
pit  of  deftruftion.  And  dius 
t  have  honeftly  given  you  my 


ientiments ;  but  you,  O  my 
Lord,  do  whatfoever  you  flaall  think  moft  convenient.  Fare- 
weL 

2.  By  Heracleqn. 

He  was  an  early  heretick  of  the  fecond  century^^  and  Hvc^ 
(as  I  (hall  (hew  lUreafter)  about  the  year  of  Chrift  130. 
That  he  made  ufe  of  this  book,  we  are  informed  by  Ori- 
gen  in  the  following  words  (tom  14*  in  Joan*  p.  ax  I*) 


He  (viz.  Heracleon)  urged 
that  Peter  ^yght,  that  we 

ought 
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/  \  »»  %/         /•        \     wood  and  Jtone5\   nor  as  the 

^.       ,     ,  X.N,       Jews  worfiftpped  tbe  Desty^ 

S£*ov-^  £^£i7r£f  xai  «UTo;  ^0-    ^yj^  fh^^  pnteuding  to  h  the 

m  oIo/A£voi  yUoLir^fiti  Qiivp  cnlypirfom  who  know  God^art 

iyyoicTiy    ayVov,  Xotr^ioovri^  ignorant  of  him^  feeing  thef 

py^ikoi^^  TiOki  /Am,  xai  jrt^  worjhip  angels^  and  months^ 

}J^yfi^  and  the  moon* 

That  this  paflage  was  in  the  Preaching  of  Petery  is  e^dent 
from  that  xrf"  Clemens  Alexaodrinus  in  diis  Chapter^  Numb* 

3*  By  Clemens  Alexandrinus. 

lie  fo  often  cites  this  htook,  that  I  fliall  have  frequent  occa» 
fion  to  refer  to  bis  citations  $  and  therefore,  for  the  eafe 
of  the  xeadeT}  Audi  number  them  diftimSkly. 

I.  Strom,  lib.  x.  p.  357. 
%  i\  Tw   UtTf »  xnf  uy/A«Ti     In  the  Preaching  tf  Peter^ 

fJfoi?    iv    vi^v   x«i   Xp>0i    y«^  may  find  the  Lord  caUed 

^   tr '  /  the  Law  and  the  Wordm 

Tov  Kufioy  tp-f ocayof «uo|X£j^ok.        ^  ^   '^    •• 

JL  Strom*  lib.  2.  p«  390. 
'AXX*  %  h  r5  yi(Jt,u  Kv^is  ro     But  the  will  of  the  Lord  is  in 
a^Xufta  avrs,    'O  Tlir^^  iv     his  law.  Peter  in  his  Preach'* 

yoy  rly  Ku^ioy  i«r^0(rcr7rcv* 


l,aw  and  the  Word. 


Ill,  Strom,  lib.  6.  p.  635. 
''Ort  i\  i  x«T  imyvutriv  Uoiiri     But  that  the  moft  ^cellenC! 
■riy  ©iJv,  (jJxAti  x«t(J  wf*'-     V^^^^  a^^ong  the  Gentiles 

?«(r,.,  •Exx.W  ol  JoK.i.^r»^     »^  "^,^  ("^X  true)  knowledge 
„/    ^   ,     ^       /  of  God,  but  only  fuch  as  was 

yiyst'    r.»«<rxm  n^  .r.   i.j     ^^  -^  ^-^  /»r/«^i«i?  (%ingj, 

*♦  Know 


34^  Fragnunts  t>f  the  part  in 

©£off  Jj-jv,  tq  »PX^^  Tsr<ivr(joy     ^  Know  that  there  is  but  one 


0^    spV    axaraXnTTTl^,  a£* 

eg  TA  TFoo/roi  iTTOificiv  Xoyco 
/ui/fli]tA£«j  aura,  tJj?  yi/«r*5triff 

rov  To»/  S'£ov  (TjCfc^f,  jiAH  )ta- 

riit  cc\}rou  '^[mv  in^ovrcov  Sth, 
x»t  Twy  TEraf'  'EXXikt*  Jo>a- 
fAUVy  aXX'    8   x«t'  iiriyi/wcii^ 

«r»»  |*f/Aa3'iixoTwy .     Mtj  rot- 

Gfov  oV  Oi  £X\f)y£fj  o^XXa  /xn 
x^ra  Touc  '^EXXnyaf,  roy  rj g- 
iroy  Toy  tti?  (r«£»(rf«c  syiXar- 
T«v  tS  ©18, » j^»  Ji  aXXoy  x«t- 
jfltyfiXXwy*  T*  Jy  lr»  to,  Mu 
xctroi  T«j*EXXiiyao  otuVo?  ^4- 
«Kra(piiV«  IlETfl^  Iwi^iffioy, 
^'Oti  olyvoi»  fsoifABvoi  x(Xf  |xt} 
STrira/xcyoi  Toy  ©^oy,  uf  tipsKi 
x«To&  Tuy  yvutriv  tyiv  T«X«ay, 
9}y  sdWxcy  ovroif   t^H<ri»g  ug 


^^  God,  who  gave  all  things 
^^  their  original  exiftence,  and 
"  has  power  over  their  end ; 
**  who  is  invifible,  and  fees 
**  all  things ;  incomprehen- 
*'  fible,  but  comprehends  all; 
*^  not  wanting  any  thing,  but 
"  whom  all  things  want,  and 
**  on  whom  all  things  de- 
*'  pcnd ;  infinite,  eternal,  im- 
**  mortal,  unmade,  who  made 
*'  all  things  by  the  Word  of 
*'  his  power,  the  knowing 
"  Word  (Scripture),  i.  e.his 
"  Son.  This  God  worlhip, 
*'  not  as  th6  Gentiles  do ; 
^  even  thofe  who  were  the 
**  moft  underftanding  among 
"  the  Gentiles,  who  worlhip 
"  the  lame  God  as  we  ioy 
"  but  not  with  a  perfefl 
**  knowledge,  as  having  re- 
**  ceived  inftruftion  from  his 
"  Son/'  Hi  does  not  fayy 
Do  not  worjhip  thofami  God 
whom  the  Gentiles  do^  hut  after 
the  fame  manner  which  the 
Gentiles  do ^  changing  the  nian- 
ner  of  worfhipping  God,  hut 
not  declaring  any  other  God 
(to  be  worfhipped)*  But  what 
this  meansy  Do  not  worfhip 
as  the  Greeks,  Peter  bimfe^ 


will  explain  in  what  he  fub» 
joinsy  viz.  **  Being  carried  away  in  their  ignorance,  and 
**  not  knowing  God  as  we  know  him,  with  that  perfeft 
^f  knowledge,  which  he  gave  them  the  power  of  ufmg, 

«  but 


<c 


(( 


€t 


€C 
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n^^^Sciv  o*0£^C}  wiTHvirZ 

pnxra,  xai  rti^  yric  Ta  If  7r«1a, 
xa»  ri  S'ti^(»  crvy  x,Tnvi(ri  ti- 

XXI  fiAj^j  alXov^H^  re  xftl  xu-* 
vct^y  x»i  zrid'^^x^;,  x«(  r»  tSi» 

dusortv,     xa)     vcx^a     vfix^oHp 

fjjTia"*  T(a  0£6},  ^»a  T«T«y  «f - 
ysjxfvoi  auTov  fTvosr  xai  on 
ys  «f  Toi/  auToy  0£oy  )i*/A6i)y  tj 
ftUTwy  xal  *EAXiikWv   lyywxo- 

i7ro*(r«  -BrafcXiv  diiTFtaq^  Mti^t 
xar*  Issjaitff  <r£6fa*3'£*  x«i 
7^^  cxnyot  jubovoi  oU[jlsvoi  tov 
©101/  yiy«a*x«v,  ax  iwlrocvrock^ 
XaTg£uoyT£ff  ay/gXoK  xat  af  X" 
ftyfEXoiC,  fmvl  xai  ccAiiPU,  xal 
lay  jtAH  ir£Xfl'yn  ^ayJii,  <ra6- 
Caroy  sx  \^y80'i  to  Afyo/Atyoy 
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*'  but  changing  wood  and 
**  ftones,  brafs  and  iron, 
gold  and  fdver,  from  being 
mere  matter,  which  was  all 
they  were  defigned  for; 
they  have  fo  far  exalted 
thefe  the  fervants  of  life, 
**  as  to  worfhip  them.  Alfo 
^'  thofe  things  which  God 
**  gave  them  for  food,  the 
*^  birds  of  the  air>  and  the 
**  fi(h  of  the  fea,  and  the  in- 
«'  fefts  of  the  earth,  and  the 
<'  beafts  and  four-footed  catde 
**  of  the  field,  and  weafels, 
^  and  mice,  and  cats  and 
^'  dogs,  and  monkeys,*  and 
**  the  food  of  men,  they  oflFer 
^<  up  in  iacrifices  to  men,  and 
**  fo  by  thefe  oblations  of 
^^  dead  things  to  thofe  who 
^'  are  dead,  as  unto  Gods, 
'^  they  are  unthankful  to  the 
**  (true)  God,  by  this  means 
**  denying  him."  jfnd  that 
it  is  thus^  viz.  that  the  Gen-^ 
tiles  have  acknowledged  the 
fame  God  with  usy  though  not 
in  the  fame  manner^  he  farther 
Jhews  thusy  (faying)  "  Nci- 
"  ther  worfhip  as  the  Jews 
*'  do ;  for  they,  pretending  to 
**  be  the  only  perfons  who 
**  know  God,  are  ignorant  of 
**  him,  worfhipping  Angels  and  Archangels,  and  the  month 
*^  and  the  moon ;  and  unlefs  the  moon  appear,  they  do  not 
**  keep  that  Sabbath,  which  is  called  the  firft,  neither  do 
f*  they  (for  the  fame  reafon)  keep  their  new  moon,  nor  the 

«  fcaft 


I4S  Jfrof  mints  ^  the 

9r$  aQjfA^t'i  MTf  lOfrnVf  are 
luyetXf^    ii[4'i^xv.    ^ir»   joy 


tART  lit 


^  feaft  of  QnlaKveQcd  bfqidi 
*<  nor  their  feaft  (of  the  paflb-9 
"  vcr),  nor  their  great  day." 
Then  he  concludes  the  debate 
thus  ^9  **  Wherefore  do  ye, 
*'  religioufly  and  faithfuUy 
^'  learning  what  I  have  deli- 
**  vered  to  you,  oWcrve  it« 
*^  worQupping  God  in  4fai$ 
"  new  way  dirou^b  Chrift, 
*•  For  we  have  found  it  in  the 
^*  Scriptures,  that  the  Lord 
<<  has  thus  fatd,  Behold,  a  new 
*^  covenant  i  make  wi^  you^ 
^  not  fuch  as  I  made  iirith 
^  your  Fathers  ia  How^^ 


ly,  Stroip,  lib.  6.  p.  636, 
^ire)  Kr*  xoAiiet^  "UiokUi     Inaftauch    ((herelbve  as  ^ 


auTWp  T?  JiaXgjcTw  lirfofifTac 
4fcvftri|4ra6^,   ft!?    010^^   re    ii<rd^ 

TO)  Tlsr^H  Hfi^uyfAMTi  0  iiri^O' 

from  the  bulk  x)f  mankind  j 

glides  the  Preaching  of  Peter  *,  Paul    the    Apoft|e   wjUl 


determined  tbe  Alvation  of 
the  Jews^  and  for  that  roafon 
gave  them  Prophets,  fo  alfQ 
having  raifed  up  fome  of  the 
moft  excellent  of  the  Gen- 
tiles to  be  Prophets  tp  &em 
in  their  own  laoguages,  ai 
they  were  <;ap^9  (^  roceiv* 
ing  the  kindi^efe  of  Gpd| 
that  he   diftiBgui{he4    them 


>.  Cotelerius  fuppoies,  that  Paul 
is  here  cited  by  Clemens  on  accQ\mt 
of  his  tailing  Epimenides  a  Greek. 
|iQOt  m  his  iEpiftte  to  Titus,  i.  12. 
jind  eonTequently  that  the  following 
words  are  the  words  of  Clennens, 
vkI  not  of  this  Apocryphal  book. 


But  m  this  he  muft  needs  be  ixiir* 
taken>  becaufe  CUniens  a4ds  the 

word  Xcyft^'i  which  introfluces  the 
next  fentence,  and  evidences  Mt  it 
is  a  citation  \  befidesy  a  little  after 
Clemens  brings  in  fome  perfon  aik- 
io^  a  <}ueftion  |  mtit^njeijt  flfAUfi 

it 


tHAft  ixXnU         Prmchlng 

• 

xa\  tit  *fiAA4Wiu)f  fi^XM^j 
myyutc  £ii6uXX«iFy  J;  hx^i 
im  0iov   kA\  ri   jx(XXdvT4( 

riTf  troXAo)  mXauycr^cy  xai 
raf  cVcfoy  y£y^«|c*p{v6ir  riir 
oiiif  rS  9f8*  MAi  MAdc^  trot* 

•BToXXoi  ^a&iXiT^i  [Aitrlvfig  »J^ 
TOW  xfti  T«t  fo^ii/ra'i;  to  ovo- 
ftft  auT8)  K»\  rit  Tirtrs^  «JtS) 
XAi    T^y    vVojuioy^y    x^f    ty)» 

yu  wy^aytTdSi  it/xufy^  "OXo; 
«f  0  xotf-jM^*,  xd(i  r»  ty  ria 
xoir|DW)  Tfy©*j  i^i  tS  S^iS ; 
A*  tSto  ^ff-lv  0  IliTf^  cl- 
pfiKOtcn  roy  xu^tov  tok  dTrofO" 
A«iCj  'E»v  f*U  »y  T«?  S'cXijVy 

•yo/x4(T6(  jKiC  xa»  irirsvHv  irrg 
Toi  5coy|  afid^Vovrat  aut^ 

W)i  i^cxd'ctf  ilf  Toy  xo(r]utoy, 
f*l  TK  fi7r>7,  ax  fini^oi^^Liy.''— 

^  ii/is  us  I  this  cannot  poflibly 
nJcSn  himfelf,  but  fome  third  per- 
son, who  can  be  no  other  than  Paul, 
]frhom  he  had  juft  before  cited .  And 
lAafmuch  as  immediately  both  be- 
fore this  citation  of  Paul,  and  after 
i*»  we  have  citations  out  of  the 
Preaching  of  Peter  j  and  this  has 
been  above  proved  out  of  La6^antiu8 
to  b»  the  fame  yrith  the  Preaching 


pffiUr. 


3W 


Mdte  manifeft  in  what  h« 
iajrs,  <*  Take  alio  the  Qitek 
**  book^  acknowledge  the 
^  Sibylline  oracles  (and  fee} 
^^  how  they  declare  one  God, 
**  and  (predid)  things  futute* 
««  Take  alfo  Md  read  Hjr-* 
*^  ftafpes,  and  you  will  there 
*'  find  the  Son  of  God  mor^ 
*'  clearly  and  evidently  de^ 
<*  fcribed,  and  that  lAany 
'*  kings  would  endeavour  to 
^<  make  head  againft  Chrift^ 
^<  hating  him^  and  thofe  who 
'*  were  called  by  his  name, 
^  and  his  faithful  followers  ; 
*<  and  alfo  his  fufferings  and 
•*  (iecond)  coming,"  TheH 
in  one  wordhe  ajks  us^  ^<  Wbefe 
^  is  the  world,  and  all  that  h 
«  in  it  ?  Is  it  not  God's  V 
Wherefore? eterfaiib^ "  That 
^<  the  Lord  faid  to  the  ApoT- 
**  ties,"  If  therefore  any  maH 
of  Ifrael  will  repent^  and 
through  my  name  believe  #» 
God^  hisfim  Jhall  be  pardoned^ 
After  twelve  years  ^  go  ye  $ut 
into  the  worldj  that  no  man 
may  fay ^  We  have  not  heard* 


of  Paul  \  I  fiippoiethis  obfcureex- 
preflion  of  Clemens  will  be  beft  ex- 
plained>  by  fuppofmg  that  fome  fart 
of  this  book  contcnned  the  Preach- 
ings of  Peter,  and  ethers  tht 
Preaching  of  Paul  i-  and  fo  both 
were  for  this  rea&n  cited  thns  to- 
gether. Sec  Grab.  Spicil.  Patr^ 
t,  I.  p.  66. 

V.  Strom. 
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V.  Stromir  lib.  6.  p.  639* 
AuTixa  u  rS  Tlirfs  >t>jfuy-     But  in  the  Pnaching  rfPe^ 


ft,»rt  0  K\)fiog  pnci  wig  rig 


//r,  the  Lord  laid  to  his  dis- 
ciples after  the  refurredion,  / 
have  cbofen  you  twelve  diJcU 
fles^  having^  judged  you  wor* 
thy. 


c 


VI.  Strom,  lib.  6.  p.  678. 
Tsrs    yydoi^oiy    ol     And  the  companions  of  Chrift 


xnfuJavTf?  Toy  Xoyoy,  wV  «u- 
Toc,  /tAfT*  auToy  TO  ^rfy  zrap£- 
faXovTd.       O^zy    x,o(,i   0   Ila- 

Tf©*  iy   TO)  xnguyjtAaTi    wift 

*H/;A5rc   Jg   dyoiirlvj^ocyTEg    roig 

(Si'SXs;  o^c  c^X^p^*^  '^'^'^  'crpo- 
f  flT»y,  a  jxck  Sioi  wx^otioXuyy 
ct  i\  ^i*  ctmyfM^ruyf  k  Si 
av^iVTiKug  kxi  auToAE^£»  tov 
XpiToy     IncSv    oj/ojxa^okTwi/* 

T8)  xai  TOV  ^otvo^roy)  >tat  top 


cetg   Tsi<rof,gy    otra; 


itrQiy\frxy 


«(UT^  01  'l2iJ'«rot,  X0S(  T91V  CyCf 

cty,  X(Xt  Ti]v  £K  i^ocyng  dvoi,^ 
XTuJ^tv,  zsrjo  T8  'IffocoXujxa 
XTi<r3'iiJ'a*,  xa3'w?  gytyjaTTTo* 
rauTOs  Tsa,yt»  a  £0«  auTov 
iira>7£iV3  xai  [f^ir  ocvToy  ot. 
If  on*  Taura  ay  l7rtyyoyT£^, 
$irtr€U(rajEA£y  tu  ©£&)   Six  ruy 


who  preached  the  Word,  as 
he  did,  after  his  death,  made 
ufe  of  parables.  Whence 
Peter  in  his  Preachings  Jpeak-- 
ing  of  the  Jpojiles^  faidi,  *«  But 
*•  when  we  perufed  the  books 
^  which  we  have  of  the  Pro- 
^^  phets,  in  which  fome  things 
^^  are  delivered  in  parables, 
'^  fome  things  in  enigmatical 
"  defcriptions,  fome  things 
"  pofitive,  and  even  the  name 
"  of  Jefus  Chrift  expreffed 
"  in  fo  many  words;  we 
^'  found  alfo  his  coming  and 
'^  death  and  crofs,  and  all  his 
*'  other  fufferings,  which  the 
**  Jews  inflifted  on  him,  an4 
**  his  refurreftion,  and  being 
**  taken  up  to  heaven  before 
**  V  Jerufalem  was  built,  as  it 
«*  is  written.'*  Thefe  things 
are  all  what  he  ought  to 
havefuffered^  and  thofe  things 
which  Jhould  he  after  him. 
•«  We  therefore,  when  we 


"  perceived  thefe  things,  be- 
f*  lieved  in  God,  by  means  of  thofe  things  which  were  written 

<«  con- 
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yiyodfAfAivm  iU  cbiriv.     Kat  **  concerning  him."     ^nd  a 

IA(T    iXiyx   iTritpi^H    ZToiXiv,  little  after  he    again   infers^ 

^iU  wfovoic^  T*\  ^^o(pyirtU<:  ^*^^  '*^  prophecies  were  writ^ 

'    -  rv     *  \    r*    V  ten  by  God^ s  appointment,  fay '^ 

^    „     %        ,       ,\     fng  thusy  "  ror  we  know 
.«/.!.  y«f  or*  0    Oi,,^  aura      „  ^^^  q^j  ^^^jj^  appointed 

WfocriVagtv    ZvTwc,    xal   iSh     u  thefe  things,  and  without 
«Tfj  yj «f ?c  xiyoiAiv.  u  the  Scripture  we  fay  no-. 

«  diing." 

4«  By  Theodotus  Byzantius  *• 

He  was  an  early  writer  in  the  fecond  century;  of  whom 
and  whofe  works' I  (ball  give  fome  account  in  the  next 
number^  viz.  concerning  the  Revelation  of  Peter. 

'0  yi^f.^  T«  0£8  aj^wp^.  The  Law  of  the  Lord  is  per^ 

i7r»rfi>wv  xj/u^ar  voVoc  y,»i,  fi^y  converting  the  fouhy  tym 

\!.^jp^*    »  ^    «  v»  1^    ^/  our  Saviour  himfelf  is  called 

A  rr'    ^    »         ^  *c  Law  and  the  Word,. as 

^  '  '*  Peter  fays  m  hts  Preaching. 

5.  By  Origen  *». 

I  thought  it  proper  to  cite  Origen  here,  though  the  place  I 
refer  to  be  the  fame  with  that  above  produced  in  this  Chap- 
ter, Numb.  II.  concerning  Heracleon  j  only  I  have  here  to 
add,  that  aftfer  Origen  had  mentioned  Heracleon's  urging  this 
Preaching  of  Peter y  he  fubjoins  a  promife  in  another  place  to 
diicufs  i^oTi^y  oroTf  yfy,ffi99  ir»»j  i  wSci',  i  /x»xtoi»,  whether  it  be 
ffeemed  as  a  genuiney  fpuriousy  or  mixt  piece.  But  this  it  does 
not  appear  he  any  where  has  done. 

6.  By  the  fame  ^. 

That  which  he  calls  in  this  paffage  the  Do^rine  of  Peter y 
is  undoubtedly  the  fame  with  the  Preaching  j  as  will  ap- 

*  In  Eclog.  feu  Excerpt.  adCalc.  «  Praefat.  in  Lib.  i.  dePrincIg. 
^Pp.  Clem.  Alex.  p.  809.                   fol.  xxi, 

*  Tom.  xiv.  in  Joan.  p.  211 . 

pear 


tst 


P^agmentB  rfthe 


HAKf  tU 


pear  in  tiie  ibllowing  part 
are; 

Si  vcro  quis  vclit  nobis  pro- 
ferre  ex  illo  libelio  qai  Petri 
Dodrina  appelktur,  ubi  Sal- 
vator  videtur  ad  difcipulos  di* 
cerC)  Non  fit  d^monhim  in-» 
torporeum ;  primo  refpon- 
dendum  eft  ei,  quod  iDe  liber 
inter  libros  Ecclefiafticos  non 
habetur,et  oftehdendum^quod 
teqne  Petri  eft  ca  icriptura, 
xieque  alterius  cujufquam  qui 
Spiritu  Det  fuerit  inipttatus* 


of  this  difix}tsf&*    His  wonb 

But  if  any  one  urge  s^nft 
us  teftimonies  out  of  that 
little  book  which  is  caDed^ 
Thi  DoSirine  of  PeteTyyAitxt* 
in  our  Saviour  feems  to  fay  to 
his  difcipleS)  That  he  was^net 
an  incorporeal  Spirit^  I  would 
anfwer  to  him  firft.  That  that 
book  is  not  to  be  reckoned  a- 
mong  the  Ecdefiaftical  books^ 
and  make  it  appear,  diat  it  Is 
mitber  the  wrifihg  effeter^ 
nor  of  any  other  perfon  who 
was  infpired  by  the  Spirit  of 
God. 


7«  By  the  anonymous  author  of  a  book)  concerning  Re^ 
baptifation  in  Cyprian's  time '. 

£fl  autem   adulterini  hujus^     But  the  principal  foundation 


imo  internecini  baptifmatis, 
fi  quis  alius  audlor,  tum  etiam 
quidam  ab  iifdem  ipds  haere^ 
ticis  propter  hunC  eundem  er- 
rorem  confiftuS  liber,  qui  in- 
fcrihitur  Pauli  (Petri)  prsedi- 
catio*  In  quo  libro  contra 
omnes  Scripturas,  ct  de  pec- 
cato  proprio  confitentem  in- 
venies  Chriftum,  qui  folus 
omnino  nihil  djeliquitj  et  ad 
accipiendum  Johannis  bap- 
tifma  pene  invitum,  a  matre 
fua  Maria  tSe  compulfum : 
Item  cum  baptifaretur,  ignem 


of  this  hXft  and  pernicious 

baptifm  is  a  hook  forged  bj 

thefefame  hereticksy  tofuppbri 

this  err  or ^  which  is  called  thi 

Preaching  of  Paul  (or  Peter,) 

In  which  book,  contrary  to 

all   the   Scriptures,  you  will 

find   Chriji  (who  alone  was 

clear  of  all  fin)  both  confe^g 

his  own  finy  and  being  almoji 

unwilling  to  receive  the  baf' 

tifm  of  yohn^  was  compelled  to 

it  by  his  mother  Mary.   Alfo, 

that  when  he  was  baptifed, 

fire  was  feen  upon  the  river 


«  Edit,  a  RIgalt.  ad  fin.   Opp,  Cypr. 


(which 


i 


chAp.  txxnu  frHtcUng  ifPit&. 
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fttper  aquam  efle  irifttm : 
(quod  in  Evangdio  nuUocft 
feriptum}  et  poft  tanta  tern* 
pora  PeCrum  et  Paulum,  poft 
ooniationeiii  EvaAgdii  in  Hi* 
eruialeoi)  et  mutisam  alterca- 
tiooem  et  rarum  aigeiularuni 
di(poiitionein)  poftremo  in  ur* 
bcy  qaafi  tunc  priimim  invi- 
cem  fibi  eflfe  cogmtos.  £t 
quaedam  alia  hujufcemodh,  ab* 
furde  ac  turpiter  confida* 
QtMe  omnia  in  Itbrum  ilium 
inveAies  congefta. 


(wbicb  i$  not  written  io  any 
one  of  the  Gofpels)  \  and 
afta:  fome  coniiderable  time^ 
that  Peter  and  Paul  (though 
they 'had  before  had  a  confe* 
rence  concarning  the  do£b:ine 
of  the  Gofpel  at  Jerufalem, 
and  fome  difpute)  did  after- 
wards meet  in  the  city^  ut» 
Urly  unknown  to  each  other 
be/ore.  And  fome  odier  things 
of  this  fort  fooli&ly  and  bafely 
forged.  All  which  you  will 
find  heaped  together  in  that 
book* 


8.  By  LaAaotius,  lib.  4.  c.  21. 
Magifter  aperuit  illis  omnia/    ''The  Mailer   ( Chrift )    ex- 


quae  Petrus  et  Pauhis  Romx 
praedicaverunt ;  et  ea  praedi- 
catio  in  memoriam  fcripta 
peifmanfit :  in  qua  cum  multa 
alia  mira,  tum  etlam  hoc  fu- 
turum  efle  dixerunt  $  ut  poft 
breve  tempus  immittecet  De- 
tjs  regem,  qui  expiignaret  Ju- 
daeos>  et  civitates  eorum  folo 
adasquaret,  ipfos  autem  feme 
fitique  cohfedlos  obfideret. 
Tum  fore,  ut  corporibus  fuo- 
rum  vefcerentur,  et  confume- 
rent  fe  invicem ;  poftremo  ut 
capti  venirent  in  manus  hof- 
tium,  et  in  confpeftu  fuo  vex- 


plained  all  things   to  them, 
which    Peter    and  Paut  did^ 
preach  at  Rome-i   and  that 
preaching  being  committed  t^. 

• 

writings  that  it  might  not  be 
forgot^  continues  (until  now). 
In  which,  with  many  pthec 
ftrange  things,  they  alfo  havi 
prediSIed  the  following  things^ 
viz.  That  after  a  Jhort  time 
God  would  fend  a  king^  who 
Jhould  wage  war  againfl  the 
JewSy  and  deftroy  their  city  io 
the  groundy  and  bejiege  them^ 
till  they  were  worn  out  with 
hunger  and  thirfl  \  then   it 


Jhould  come  to  pafs^  that  they 

Jhould  feed  upon  their  own  bodies^  and  defiroy  one  another  y  and 

at  laji  become  captives,  in  the  hands  of  their  enemies ;  and 

that  they  Jhould  Jee  the  great  dijlrefs  of  their  wivesy  their 

Vol.  I.  A  a  ,  young 
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ari  acerbiffime  conjuges  fuas 

cernerent,  violari  ac  proftitui 
yirgines,  diripi  pueros,  allidi 
parvulos,  omnia  denique  igne 
ferroque  vaftari,  captivos  in 
perpetuutn  terris  fuis  exter- 
minari,  eo  quod  exultaverint 
fuper  amantifHitkum  et  proba- 
tiffimum  Dei  Filium.  . 


9*  By  Eufebius,  Hift 
To  T£  Xe<yo/xcvoy  aJrS  xiifuy- 

ytoiq  nT^iv  ZTX^xStSofAivoVy  on 

i)jw,af  TK .  f)txAii(rAar*Jcoc  cruy- 


young  women  proftituUd  and 
debauched^  their  children  torn 
in  piecesy  and  their  littU  onts 
dajhed  in  pieces ;  in  a  wordy 
all  things  dejlroyed  by  fire 
andfwordy  and  themfelves  for 
ever  hanijhed from  their  mm 
countryy  becaufe  they  deffifed 
the  moft  loving  and  excellent 
Son  of  God. 

,  Eccl.  lib.  3.  c.  3. 

But  that  which  is  called  the 
Preaching  of  Peter  is  not  by 
any  means  to  be  efteemed  Ca- 
nonical, inafmuch  as  none  of 
the  antients,  nor  any  of  our 
ecclefiaftical  writers  have  ta- 
ken teftimonies  out  of  it. 


10.  By  Jerome,  Catal. 

Libri  autem  jejus,  e  quibus 
unus  Adorum  ejus  infcribi* 
tur,  alius  Evangelii,  ter^iu^ 
Praedicationis— inter  Apocry- 
phas  Scripturas  reputantur. 


Vir.  illuftr.  in  Petro. 

But  thofe  (other)  books  called 
his,  among  which  one  is^  his 
A£ts,  another  his  Goipel,  2 
third  his  Preaching  ^"■''^21^ 
reckoned  among  Apocryphal 
Scriptures. 
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The  Sentiments  of  later  Writers  concerning  the  Preaching  of 
Peter  ^  It  has  been  generally  very  highly  ejteemed^  but  upon 
very  w^ak  Reafons.  The  DoSrine  of  Peter  the  fame  as  the 
Preaching  of  Peter.  It  was  Jpocryphalj  being  never  cited 
ivrtb  any  Authority.  An  Account  of  HeracUon  and  Theo^ 
dotuSy  two  antient  Heretieks^  and  their  Principles.  It  con*- 
tained  feveral  Things  falfe\  as  that  Chrijl  was  a  Sinner^ 
and  that  the  Law  of  Mofes  was  of  everlajling  Obligation^ 
&c.  A  Conjecture  concerning  the  Epiflle  of  Peter  to  James ^ 
The  Preaching  of  Peter  Apocryphal^  becaufe  it  makes  Peter 
and  Paul  appeal  to  the  Sibylline  Oracles  for  the  Confirmation 
of  Chriftianity.  Ah  Account  of  the  SibyWs  Prophecies. 
They  were  in  a  great  Meafure  the  Forgeries  of  Chrijlians* 
Paul  and  Peter  did  not  cite  them, 

NOTHING  IS  more  commonly  the  occafion  of  the  mif- 
takeSj  into  whicfi* learned  men  have  fallen,  than  a  fecret 
refolution  to  make  all  things^  if  poflible,  agreeable  to  their 
former  preconceived  opinions.  .  This  appears  very  evidently 
the  cafe,  in  refpeft  of  the  falfe  notions  many  have  entertained 
concerning  this  Apocryphal  Preaching  of  Peter  and  Paul.  It 
had  been  a  fettled  opinion  that  Clemens  Alexandrinus  cited 
and  highly  v^ued  it»  On  this  account  a  favourable  opinion 
was  entertained  by  many  of  the  book ;  and  by  this  means 
later  vjrriters  ftifling^or  at  leaft  not  regarding  the  obvious  evi- 
dence that  is  to  be  brought  againft  it,  haveextoUed  it  in  a 
very  unjuft  and  unreafonable  manner,  as  I  hope  plainly  to 
ftew ;  and  In  order  thereto  (hall  lirft  produce  their  feveral 
opinions. 

i»  Sixtus  Senenfis  a  difcourfing  concerning  the  Sibylls^  tells 
us,  that  the  Apofite  Paul  exhorts  his  Difciples  to  the  reading  of 
the  Sibylline  Oracles^  referring  to  the  place  above-cited  of  Cle^ 
^ns^  in  the  lajl  Chapter^  Numb.  IV.  whereby  though  he  calls 

•  Bibjioth.  Sanft.  lib.  2.  p.  113.  ad  voc.  Sibyl. 

A  a  2  It 
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it  recondiia  Scriptural  it  is  plain  he  meant  the  book  now 
under  confideration,  and  believed  it  td  be  the  very  tvriting  of  St, 
Paul'f  and  a  little  after  adds,  "  Jndfo  /,  according  to  the  ai- 
**  vici  of  Pauly  Jhall  write  fime  things  concerning  the  Sibyllu*^ 
In  another  place  %  //  was  of  authority  among  the  antiefttSy  ie^ 
caufe  Clemens  Jlexandrinus  and  tJrigen  have  cited  it* 

« 

1,  Cardinal  Baronius  ^  endeavours  to  fupport  the  credit  of 
this  book  attributed  to  Pftul>  wherein  he  is  made  to  refef  to 
the  Sibylls  (fee  Cbap.  {Ktced.  Numb.  IIL)  becaufe  St.  Paul 
has  in  fime  other  parts  rfhis  writings y  now  received^  taken  ci- 
tations out  tf  the  Greek  poets* 

3.  Dr.  Cave  %  though  he  looked  upon  it  as  fpurious,  yet 
fuppdes  both  it  and  the  other  Apocryphal  pieces  tender  the  name 
of  l^eter  to  have  been  written  either  in  the  Apojiolick  age^  or  that 
which  waf  nixt  to  ih 

4.  Dr.  Grabe*"  faith,  All  the  fragments  of  it  are  perfectly 
orthodox^  and  the  authors  of  it  Cathdick  Chri/lians,  becaufe 
Clemens  AUxandrinuSj  and  after  him  other  orthodox  Fathers^ 
have  frequently  cited  it ;  that  it  was  written  fion  after  thi 
death  of  Peter  by  fime  of  that  ApoflW^S  Difciples^  who  wroti 
down  what  they  had  heard  him  preachy  to  communicate  it  tb 
pofierity And  in  another  place  *,  by  the  (ame  weak  argu- 
ment as  Baronius,  fays,  He  knows  not  any  reafoh  why  fime 
Difciple  of  the  ApoJileSy  who  heard  the  !Preaching  of  Peter  and 
Paul,  might  notafcribe  thofi  citations  out  of  the  Sibylline  Oracles 
to  St.  Pauly  feeing  he,  cites  AratuSy  Ads  xvii.  28. — tVhy  then 
might  not  the  author  of  this  Preaching  rightly  fay  ^  that  St.  Paul 
made  ufe  of  the  Stbytlsy  and  other  fuch  fir  t  of  prophecies  ? 

5.  Mr.  Toland '.  The  Seven  Booksy  viz.  the  Epiftk  to 
the  Hebrews,  that  of  James,  the  fecond  of  Peter,  the  fecond 
and  third  of  John,  the  Epiftle  of  Jude,  and  the  Revetafion, 

*  Biblioth.  Sancb.  lib.  a.  p.  91.  ^  Hidor.  LItei"^r.  in  Petro,p.  5. 

ad yoc.  Petnis.                       •  •  _•  <  dpicileg.  Patr.Sccul.  I.'p.^ij 

*»  Apparat.  ad  Annal.  apud  Ca-  62. 

faub.   Exercit,  I.   Num.  XVIII.  .  «=  P.  65. 

cont.  Baron.  ^  Amyntor.  p.  56,  57. 

were 
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Wfre  a.iong  time  doubted  by  the  antients^  particularly  by  thofe 
jfjhom  we  efteem  tbefiundeft  part ;  and  yet  they  are  received  not 
wit  taut  convincing  arguments  by  the  moderns:  now  I  fay  by 
more  than  a  parity  ofreafon^  that  the  Preaching  of  Peter,  and 
bis  Revelation  (for  example)  were  received  by  the  antientSy  and 
ought  not  therefore  to  be  reje^ed  by  the  modernsy  if  the  appro* 
bation  of  the  Fathers  be  a  proper  recommendation  of  any  books. 

6.  Dr.  Mill  *  thinks  this  Preaching  was  publifhed  not  long 
i^Ur  Peter's  death y  containing  feveral  moral  injf ructions  relate 
ing  to  the  worjhip  ofQody  which  were  taken  from  the  Jpojile*^ 
mouthy  and  committed  to  writing  by  his  Difciples  >  and  that 
fuch  are  the  fragments  of  it  now  remaining, 

7.  Mr.  Whifton  *>  would  have  it  in  feme  fenfc  to  be  looked 
upon  as  one  ofthefacred  books^ 

Notwithft^nding  this  concurrence  of  opinions,  to  elevate 
the  authority  of  this  Preaching  of  Peter^  I  am  not  afraid  tci" 
aflert  jt  a  moft  ridiciilouSi  filly,  and  impious  forgery.    T<^ 
fftabliih  which  afler^ioq^  I  obferve, 

Firfiy  That  Origen,  the  anonymoMs  Author  in  Cyprian's 
lime,  Eulebtus,  and  Jerome  haive  exprefsly  and  plainly  rejeSfed 
it  as  a  Jpuriouf  and  Jpocryphal piefe.  This  is  evident  from  . 
^e  places  produced  in  the  }aft  pbapter,  Numb.  6,  7,  9,  ip. 
Nor  can  there  be  ai^y  doubt  concerning  this,  as  to  either  of 
Ihem,  except  that  Origen  calls  ity  Numb.  6,  7T)e  DoSirine  of 
Petery  and  not  The  Preaching  of  Peter :  to  which  I  anfwer^ 
that  theie  two  were  only  different  titles  for  the  ^me  book,  as 
is  confefie^  by  Dr.  Cave  and  Dr.  Grabe,  in  the  places  juft 
now  cited,  and  feems  evident  for  the(e  two  reafons  i  viz. 

I.  vThat  a  pailage  produced  by  Cotelerius  out  of  the 
Preaching  of  Peter  is  by  Damafcenus  cited  out  of  the  Doc* 

trine  of  Peter  ^^ 

2i  Aa  feveral  things  feem  ioferted  into  the  Preaching  of 
Petery  which  were  in  the  Gofpel  of  the  NazareneSy  (viz.  that 
<tf  Chri/i  conf effing  bio  fins,y  and  j^eing  ^willing  to  be  bapti%e4 

■  Prolegom.  in  Nov.  Tcft.  §.133.  *  Vid.  Grab.  loc.  cit. 

*  pffay  on  Conftit,  p.  14. 
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hy  yohn  till  his  mother  eompelUd  him ;  fee  Numb.  7.  in  the 
foregoing  Chapter,  and  compare  it  with  the  paflage  in  the 
Hebrew  Gofpel  above  in  this  Part,  Chap.  XXV.  Numb.  15.) 
fo  alfo  the  paflage  produced  by  Origen  out  of  the  Doctrine  sf 
Peter^  concerning  Chrift's  not  being  an  incorporeal  demon 
(above,  Chap,  preced.  Numb.  6.)  feems  taken  out  of  the  Na^ 
%arene  Gofpel  as  above,  Chap.  XXV.  Numb.  27,  28.  The 
Preaching  therefore  and  Doctrine  of  Peter  being  confefled  to 
be  the  fame  book,  I  argue  againft  Dr.  Grabe,  that  Origcn's 
rejedling  the  one  is  reje£ling  the  other ;  and  therefore,  though 
he  do  not  in  one  place  determine,  whether  it  be  fpurious,  ge- 
nuine, or  mixed ;  (fee  Chap,  preced.  Numb.  5,  and  Numb.  2.) 
yet  he  doth  fo  fully  determine  the  matter  here,  by  not  al- 
lowing it  to  be  fo  much  as  an  Ecclejiaflical  Baokj  that  we  need 
fay  no  more  of  his  fentiments  concerning  it,  I  conclude  it 
therefore  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  and  VL  And  whereas 
It  may  be  objefted,  that  though  it  be  not  cited  but  rejeded  by 
thefe  Fathers,  yet  it  was  approved  by  Heracleon,  Theodotus,' 
Clemens  Alexandrinus,  and  Lafbntius  :  I  only  anfwer  as  to 
the  two  firft,  they  were  Hereticks  of  the  worflfort\  Heracleon 
was  indeed  an  early  one,  the  predeceffor  of  Cerdo,  and  a  com- 
panion of  Valentinus,  who  were  at  Rome  in  the  time  of  Hy- 
ginus,  the  eighth  biftiop  of  that  p}ace,  and  confequently  about 
the  year  of  Chrift  CXXX*.  He  had  the  feme  principles 
with  Valentinus,  and  added  feveral  new  ones**.  He  who  will 
read  I  renaeus's  account  of  Valentinus  %  and  that  in  Epipfaa- 
nius  ^  concerning  Heracleon,  his  Ogdoades^  his  Thirty  Mones^ 
his  Two  firfl  Principles  of  all  things,  his  Firft  Man  tbtpa" 
rent  rf  ally  whom  he  calls  Bythus,  and  declares  to  have  been  nei' 
ther  male^  nor  female^  from  whom  the  univerfal  mother  of  all 
things^  whom  he  calls  Sige^  arofe^  wjU  not  think  it  any  credit 
to  this  book  that  be  received  it.  Theodotus  lived  towards 
the  end  of  that  century,  a  heretick  fo  infamous,  that  be  was 
excommunicated  by  Pope  ViAor:  he  entertained  the  moft 

*    See  Iren.  adv.   Ha^ref.  1.  3.  and  Haeref.  41.  §.  i.  Auguft.  dc 

c.  4.  et  lib.  3.  c.  4-  Haref.  ad  Quodvult.  N.  16. 

^  TertuJl.dcPrefcript.adv.Hae-  c  Adv.  Haeref.  1.  z.paffim,  - 

ref.  c.  49.  Epiplian.  Haeref.  36.  §.  2.  <»  Locis  jam  citatis. 

ridiculous 
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ridiculous  tenets  Concerning  Chrift,  as  being  a  mtre  nian^  the 
angels  being  material  beings^  and  more  or  lefs  fo^  according  to 
their  refpe&ive  dignities  \  that  they  were  of  different  fexes^  com^ 
tnanded  thejlars^  which  had  jo  great  influence  upon  human  bo/^ 
dies  and  a&ions^  that  Cbrijl  came  in  our  nature^  andfuffexed^  to 
deliver  thofe  who  believed  in  him  thtrefromK  Such  were  the 
peribns  who  firft  ufed  this  Preaching ;  from  whence  it  is  not 
difficult  to  form  a  judgment  concerning  the  defign  and  ten^ 
dency  of  the  book.  As  to  the  paffages  taken  out  of  it  by 
Clemens  Alexandrinus  and  La£iantius,  I  fhall  coniider  them 
prefently,  and  alfo  in  what  manner  they  cited  them. 

Secondly,  I  obferve^  that  this  book  was  fpurious  and  Apo- 
cryphal) by  Prop.  VIII.  becaufe  it  contained  feveral  things 
contrary  to  thofe  which  are  certainly  known  to  be  true. 

Such  is  that  of  Chriji  conf effing  hisjins^  and  being  unwilling 
to  be  baptifed^  in  that  pafiage,  Chap,  preced.  Numb.  7.  This 
is  contrary  to  the  whole  defign  of  Chriftianity^  a^  has  been 
above  proved;  (fee  Chap.  XXIX.}  which  fuppofes  the  per- 
fon,  who  was  to  make  atonement,  to  have  be^n  without  fin  ; 
and  what  is  worth  obferving,  diredly  contradicts  what  both 
Paul  and  Peter  (the  pretended  Authors  of  this  Book)  have 
wrote  elfewhere,  2  Cor.  v.  21.  Heb.  iv.  15.  and  i  Pet.  ii»  22. 
Not  much  different  is  the  fiory  of  Cbrifl^s  being  compelled  by 
his  Mother  tofubmit  to  John^s  baptifm ;  which  implies  him  ei- 
ther to  have  been  defe^ive  in  wifdom,  not  knowing  what  he 
ought  to  do;  or  elfe  in  duty,  not  being  inclined  to  what  he 
ought  to  have  done,  or  both. 

Thirdly,  I  argue  it  of  falfehood  or  contrariety  to  known 
truths,  and  therefore  Apocryphal,  by  Prop.  VIII.  becaufe  it 
was  intended  and  wrote  with  a  defign  to  fupport  the  doSfrine  of 
the  eternal  obligation  of  the  Ceremonial  Law  ofMofes*  This  is 
moft  undeniably  evident  from  the  feveral  paffages  in  the  pre- 
tended Letter  of  Peter  to  James  (produced  in  the  preceding 
Chapter,  Numb,  i.)  which,  though  evidently  a  forgery,  cannot 
be  fuppofed  to  have  taken  things  out  of  this  Book  of  Peter's 

•  Vid.  Excerpt,  ad  iin.  0pp.  Clem.  Alex,  per  tot.  et  Epiphan.  H«ref. 
54-  .  .  •" 
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Pr^ecbing^  which  were  not  in  it.     Now  in  thflkt  Epiftic  the 
pretended  Peter,  §.  2.  cuUs  his  Preaching  t^ijufw^t  that  is,  nc- 
cording  to  the  Law ;  and  in  the  iame  plwoc  fpeais  in  vtry  hard 
language  of  thofe  v/h^  oppttfed  the  9kfern;aUon  of  the  Law^  call- 
ing &ich  oppofition  mifchievius ;  and  him,  \yfao  was  the  op- 
pofcr,  an  enemy  ^  and  a  teacher  cf  trifling  doctrines  againfl  the 
Law  \  by  whom,  witfaout  doubt,  the  Au^or  meant  Paul, 
whom  the  Ebionites  ever  eftcemed  as  their  ^^t  enemy,  be- 
caule  he  oppofed  their  Law,  and  therefore  were  wont  to  call 
him,  an  afoftate  from  the  LaWy  and  fcandalifed  him,  as  being 
induced  to  this  by  a  difappointment  he  met  with  in  an  amour 
with  the  High  PrieJiU  daughter.    See  above  in  this  Part, 
Chap.  XVII.  Numb.  XVII.   A  little  after,.the  lame  Author 
hlamesfome  tuho  expounded  fome  places  of  bis  works^  as  counte-^ 
nancing  the  do^rine  of  the  abrogation  of  the  Law^  declares 
he  bad  no  fucb  thoughts^  and  introduces  Chriji  as  ajferting  the 
necejjity  of  a  perpetual  obfirvation  of  the  Law.  From  all  which 
it  is  moft  clearly  manifeft,  the  great  defign  of  the  book,  called 
Tie  Preaching  of  Peter y  was  to  enconrage  the  Juiaifing  Omft- 
ianSy  vit.  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebionitesy  in  tkeir  medley  Religion 
of  obiying  the  precepts  of  Mofesy  and  believing  in  Chrifi*>    But 
all  this  eyery  Cfaciftian  knows,  is  dtret^lly  contrary  to  the  very 
principles  of  bis  Religion,  which  necefljMrily  fuppofes  the  en- 
tire abdiihment  of  the  Mo&ick  ceconomy^  and  as  one  of  the 
foundations  of  which,  he  believes  that  not  only  Chrift,  but 
St.  Paul  repealed  the  whole  fyftem  of  c^emonies,  as  what 
neither  the  Jews  nor  Gentiles  were  to  be  obliged  by.    It 
would  be  fuperfluous  for.  me  to  fay  any  more  on  this  head,  it 
being  agreed  on  by  all  Chriftians;  only  I  cannot  but  remark 
here,  that  though  St.  Peter  was  indeed  for  fome  time  (till  he 
had  his  yifion,  hSh%  x.)  an  obferver  of  the  LaWj  yet  afterwards 
he  was  not  wanting  in  declaring  againft  the  obligation  of  the 
Lawy  and  in  the  council  at  Jerufalem  fslls  it  a  yoie^  which  nel- 
tber  the  Jews  nor  their  fathers  were  able  to  bear^  Ails  xv.  I  a 
And  in  this  dodbine  we  (hall  find  the  primitive  ChrifUans 
generally  agreed,  except   only  thofe  called  Nazarenes  and 
Ebionites  i  of  whom  the  catholick  churches  had  fo  very  mean 
an  opinion,  that  they  always  ftyled  them  hereticks,  and  reck- 
oned 
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oned  diem  to  be  Chriftians  'no  farther  than  that  they  bore  the 
wmerf  Cbri^i  and  hefice  Epiphaniusa  tells  us,  they  tvouU 
not  be  called^  nor  call  themfehes^  Chrijlians^  and  were  in  all  re^- 
fpe£is  Jews^  only  that  they  frrfeffitd  to  believe  on  Chrift.  I  con* 
/efs  indeed,  Mr.  Toland  has  trouble^  the  world  with  a  book, 
in  which  he  would  oMfeavour  to  prove,  that  thtfe  were  the  only 
true  Cbrj/Hans^  and  therefore  calls  it  Nazarenut ;  but  his  at- 
tempt is  fo  weak,  and  has  been  fo  well  anfwered  by  Dr.  Mam 
gey,  that  1  fl^ll  take  no  farther  notice  of  it ;  only  will  he  fo 
kind  to  tell  Mr.  Toland,  that  this  fpurions  Epifile  of  Peter  to 
James  will  be  of  great  fervice  to  him  in  any  farther  endeavours 
he  may  engs^  in  to  promote  his  original  plan  of  Chriftianity, 
As  to  the  Epiftle  itfelf,  I  fhall  perhaps  have  occafion  in  the 
next  volume  nfore  critically  to  enquire  into  it ;  in  the  mean 
time  I  only  obierve^  that  it  was  made  by  fome  Ebionite^  and 
confequently  muft  be  an  antient  piece ;  for,  if  I  miftake  not,  the 
Ebionites  did  not  continue  in  any  coniiderable  numbers,  if  at 
all,  as  a  kGt  after  the  fifth  century ;  but  whether  it  was  the 
preface  of  this  Preaching  of  Peter ^  as  Mr.  Dodwell  imagines  \ 
or  of  the  Recognitions  of  Qement^  as  Dr.  Grabe  conje<£tures% 
is  not  material  here  to  enquire,  though  I  rather  incline  to  the 
former  opinion.  Whicbfoever  it  was,  it  affords  lis  a  good  ar- 
gument againft  this  Apocryphal  Preaching  of  Peter. 

Fourthly^  I  argue  the  Preaching  of  Peter  to  be  Apocrypkal, 
as  containing  things  falfe,  hecaufe  it  makes  both  Paul  and  P/- 
Ur  appeal  to  the  Sibylline  Oracle fy  the  boots  of  Hyftafpesy  and 
fuch  lihy  for  the  confirmation  of  the  Chriftian  Religion.  The 
matter  of  fa£t,  as  to  Paul,  is  undeniable  from  that  fragment  in 
Clemens  Alexandrinus  in  the  preceding  Chapter,  Numb«  IIL 
where  be  is  in  fo  many  words  introduced,  as  eadiorting  thofe 
to  whom  he  wrote,  to  acknowledge  the  Sibylline  Oracles^  and 
their  prediSlions ;  to  read  Hy/fajpes,  and  obferve  the  clear  de* 
fcriptions  he  gives  of  Chr^/ly  his  fufferingSy  and  the  oppofition  he 
and  his  followers  were  to  meet  with  in  the  worl/:  fo  aUb  Peter 
is  introduced  (Numb.  VI.)  as  %ing,  that  he  bad perufed  the 
books  of  the  prophets  J  in  whi^h  were  very  particular  defcriptions 

•  Haeref.  29.  §.  7.  «    Spicllcg.  Patr.  t.  i.  p.  59, 

^  Diflert.  y|.  in  Ircn.  §.  10.  60. 
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cf  Clmjiy  bis  comings  deatbj  crofsyfuffirings^  refurreHion^  af- 
cenfarty  and  even  bis  very  name.  To  me  it  is  evident^  the  pro* 
phets  here  referred  to  are  the  fame  with  thde  mentioned  in 
the  foregoing  pafTage,  viz.  the  Sibylls,  Hyfiafpes,  &c.  not  on- 
ly becaufe  the  prophecy  there  is  of  the  fame  fort  with  thefe^ 
but  becaufe  we  know  of  no  other  prophetick  books,  contain- 
ing fuch  things.  Indeed  Dr.  Grabe,  in  his  notes  at  the  end 
of  the  volumes  fuppofes  they  were  taken  out  of  fome  Apo* 
OTphal  book  of  the  Old  Teftament :  but  this  is  plainly  a 
groundlefs  conjecture;  if  he  means  any  book  that  pretended 
to  belong  to  the  Canon  of  the  Jews.  It  is  enough  to  anfweri 
there  never  appears  to  have  been  any  fuch  book ;  if  other- 
wife^  then  there  is  all  imaginable  reafon  to  conclude  this  Apo^ 
cryphal  Author  meant  the  Sibyils,  Hyftafpes,  &c.  The  fad 
therefore  is  certain,  that  both  Paul  and  Peter  in  this  book  made 
ufe  rf  the  Sibylli*  Oracles^  and  Hyfiafpes^  to  confirm  the  truth 
tf  Cbrtjlianity :  and  who,  at  firft  thought,  will  not  condemn 
this  as  a  wifehood  ?  Could  there  be  any  necei&ty  thefe  Apo- 
files,  who  had  fo  much  better  arguments  to  convince  the 
world,  ibould  make  ufe  of  fuch  abominable  methods  as  thefe? 
Befides,  it  was  quite  contrary  to  their  pradice ;  we  find  them, 
upon  all  occaAons,  appealing  to  the  records  and  prophecies 
of  the  Jews  to  prove  Jefus  to  be  the  Meffiah;  but  never,  befide^ 
here,  to  any  prophets  among  the  Gentiles.  In  all  their  writ- 
ings to  the  Gentries,  as  well  as  Jews,  no  mention,  no  diftant 
intimation,  is  to  be  found  of  their  having  feen  or  heard  of 
any  fuch  books.  .  I  might  urge  a  variety  of  this  fort  of  argu- 
ments, but  the  matter  is  fo  plain,  as  not  to  need  it ;  I  ihall  only 
urge,  that  theje  pretended  prophecies  were  not  in  being  wben 
Peter  and  Paul  lived.  The  truth  is,  the  Sibylline  verfes^  and 
the  books  ofHyftajpes^  Mercurius  Trifmegijlus^  iffe,  which  fpeak 
fo  clearly  of  Chrift,  and  fo  highly  of  the  Chriftian  Religion, 
were  no  other  than  the  forgeries  of  feme  more  pious  than  boneji 
Cbriftians  in  the  firji  ages^  defigned  to  gain  credit  to  their  new 
Religion^    This  has  been  largely  proved  by  many,  and  is  the 

*  P.  3^-9- 
/  opinion 
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opinion  of  Ca(aubon%  Daille  ^,  Dr.  Caves  SpanheimS  Le 
Clerc  %  Fabritius  ^,  and  in  a  manner  all  who  have  wrote  of 
diem.  And  indeed,  were  there  no  other  arguments  to  prove 
them  fpurious,  belkles  what  m^y  be  gathered  from  the  frag- 
ment uiider  confideration,  it  would  be  fufficient,  viz.  that  they 
fo  very  particularly  defiribe  the  biftory  of  Chrifl^  his  comings 
faffi^ring^  refurreHion^  afienjion^  and  even  his  very  namcy  as 
others  -of  them  do  the  whole  bujinefs  of  drifiianity  j  Omnia 
hujus  generis  quo  apertiora^  eo  fieri  ((zy%  Cz(z\xhon)  fufptHiora^ 
For  befides  that  it  is  fo  improbable  a  thing  in  itfelf,  that  the 
Heathens  ihould  have  been  favoured  with  fuch  prodigious  di£» 
coveries,  greater  by  hi  than  any  in  the  Law  of  Mofes,  or  the 
Prophets  of  the  Old  Teftament ;  die  coming  of  Chriff,  his 
miracles,  dodrine,  refurredlion,  afcenflon,  fending  the  Holy 
Ghoft)  &c.  are  always  reprefented  in  the  Scriptures  as  great 
difiov^ries ;  hence  the  difpenfation  of  the  Gofpel  is  by  Paul 
called  a  my/lery^  which  had  been  hid  for  ages  and  generations^ 
but  now  is  made  manifefl  to  his  faints^  to  whom  God  w^U  make 
known  what  is  the  riches  of  the  glory  of  this  myflery  ammg  the 
GentileSj  which  is  Chrijiy  bfc*  Col.  i*  26,  27.  But  how  St. 
Paul  could  fay  this,  and  believe  the  writings  of  Hyftafpes,  and 
the  Sibylls'  verfes,  is  impoffible  to  tell.  I  therefore  conclude 
thefe  Oracles  to  have  been  a  forgery  long  after  Peter  and 
Paul's  time,  and  therefore  as  they  would  not)  fo  they  could 
not  appeal  to  them ;  and  confequently,  this  Preaching  of  Peter 
and  Paul  was  a  forgery  too,  and  fo  not  only  Apocryphal  by 
Prop^  VIIL  as  containing  things  falfe,  but  alfo  by  Prop.  X« 
as  containing  things  latgr*  than  the  time  in  which  the  Author s^ 
vAofe  name  it  hore^  lived*  Under  this  head  I  would  farther  ob- 
ferve,  that  this  fpurious  Author  makes  the  Apoftle  Peter  to 
woe  his  own  belief  of  Chrijlianity  to  the  pr editions  of  thefe  books^ 
(fragment  VI.  of  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  Chap,  preced. )  calls 
them  Scripture^  and  fayS)  God  really  appointed  themy  which  are 

*    Adverf.  Baron,  Exercit.   I,  ^  $panh.  Hift.  Chrift.  Sec.  II, 

Num.  18,  &c.  p.  677. 

•»  Right  Ufc  of  the  Fathers,  c.  3.  «  Hift.  Ecclef.  Sec.  II.  ad  aim. 

p.  18,  19.*  cxxxi.  p.  598,  &c. 

f  Hift.  Liter,  in  Voc.   Sibyll,  *   Cod.   Apocr.  Nov.  Tcftam. 

p.  34.  p.  300.  torn.  ;. 
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)ret  farther  evidences  f>f  its  rpurioufnefs,  and  is  fo  abfurd^^t 
I  cannot  but  befurpriied  to  obferve  Dr.  Gmbe  lb  jumping  in 
with,  that  filly  writer,  as  to  call  them  Scripture  too  i  andfo 
iKxording  to  his  example,  fpeaking  of  it  as  though  it  were 
really  St.  Pcter*$,  urging  us  t9  prove  every  thing  by  the  Scrips 
tures.  Thus  I  have  largely  from  this  inftance  proved  diis 
hook  Apocryphal ;  nor  do  I  know  any  thing  that  can  be  pb- 
jeAed  againft  the  proof,  unlefs  it  be  what  Baronius  and  the 
Jaft  named  writer  have  faid  for  the  credit  of  the  book,  that  Sk 
Paul  did fometimes  make  ufe  of  tejiimonies  from  heathen  authors  \ 
^ich,  though  it  be  indeed  true,  yet  is  very  little  to  the  pur- 
pofe,  it  being  one  thing  to  cite  the  genuine  books  of  a  moral 
heathen  for  the  fupport  of  a  moral  pointy  and  another  to  mate 
pfe  rf  tejiimonies  out  of  forgeries  andfpuriou^  books  ^  to  prove  the 
very  foundation  of  the  Chrijtian  Revelation  ;  a  method,  which 
tiiough  however  much  pradifed  by  fome  of  die  Fathers,  e^« 
ctally  by  Juftin  Martyr,  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  and  La£hui- 
tiHS,  is  both  unjuft  in  itielf,  injurious  to  truths  and  derided  by 
their  enemies.  And  hence  we  find  Celfus  objects  it  to  Ori^ 
gen*,  that  they  had  corrupted  the  boph  rfthe  Sibyllsyhy  iuffrt-i 
ing  many  things  in  favour  of  Chrifiianiiy }  to  which  Origen 
gives  a  very  weak  ani'wer  in  my  judgment;  perhaps,  becmfe 
he  would,  not,  or  durft  not  give  a  better :  and  in  another  place 
Celfus^  with  gn  air  of  wit,  banters  the  Chriftians  under  the 
name  of  Sibyllifts^,  and  even  Ladantius^  ovms^  that  the  Pv 
gans  were  wont  fo  ohjeH^  that  the  verfes^  which  tba  Chri/HaMs, 
^ifed  under  'the  Sibylls*  name^^  were  not  really  theirs^  iut  forged 
by  the  ChriJKans ;  and  Conilantine  die  emperor '^  a%r  he  had 
produced  the  famous  Greek  Acroftick  coni;erning  Cbrift,  at- 
tributed to  die  Sibyll  Erythraea,  adds»  Qi  woAXti  rm  ia&^iiww 

iilnnrvcr*  neii  <r«v$*,  ofAoJ^oycvnii  *Efv^^ai»9  ytym&m  X»€»^«r  f^MTif* 

^•»«  «r«  Ism  Tmira  mivonniwrn,  that  Many  mfiH  did  not  believe  ify 
though  they  confefs  the  Sibyll  Erythraa  to  have  been  really  a 
prophetefs^  butfuppofe  that  thofe  verfis  were  made  byfmu  one  if 

»    Orig.    contr.-    Celf.    lib.   7.  •  De  vera  Sap.  c.  1 5. 

{».  36s.  ^  Orat,  ad.  $a(k$.  ^xt.  c.  19. 

^  L.  5.  p.  172. 
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9ur  riIigi$My  kvbo  bad  s  genius  fir  poetry  9  (stc.  I  {hall  condtkle 
this  Cbapcer  with  the  judgment  of  St.  Auftin  in  this  matter, 
which  not  only  is  m  foir  intimation  of  the  forgery  of  the  Si* 
bylls,  but  implies  a  very  ftrong  argument  againfl  the  Preach^ 
ing  rfPeietk  Difcourfing  againft  the  Jew$»  he  ftarts  this  ob« 
je6^n:  Perhaps  it  maybe  laid)  that  the  Sibylline  propheeies 
are  firged  by  us ;  and  anfwers,  we  have  fuffiaent  prophecies 
without  them  in  the  Jewijb  books  :  and  in  the  end  of  the  next 
Chapter,  difcourfing  of  thoTe  who  arrived  to  the  faving  know- 
ledge of  Chrift,  who  were  not  Ifraelites,  he  mentions  only  the 
account  in  die  book  of  Job,  and  adds#  That  whatever  prophe-- 
cies  rf  sabers  (vis*  among  the  Heathens,  beiides  the  book  of 
Job)  concerning  the  grace  of  God  through  Jefus  Chrift  are  pro* 
ducedy  may  be  thought  the  compofures  of  the  Chrijiians  i  therefore 
nothing  will  be  more  effe^ual  to  convince  any  of  the  Heathens ^or 
to  eJlMiJh  the  Chriftiahs^  if  they  think  rightly^  than  urging 
thofe  prophecies  concerning  Chriji^  which  are  in  the  books  of  the 
JewsK 
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l%t  Preaching  of  Peter  proved  Apocryphal  by  other  Arguments  j 
asy  viz.  that  it  contained  feveral  Cmtradi£iims  and  Falfe-' 
hoods*  I^ances  afjigned  of  both*  How,  La^antius  cites  it. 
How  Clemens  Alexandrinus  cites  it^  viz.  as  a  pious  Forgery 
of  fame  Chriftians. 


w 


HAT  has  been  already  faid  may  be  thought  fufiicient 
to  prove  the  fpurioufnefs  of  this  Preaching  of  Peter  ; 
but  becaufe  it  has  been  fo  highly  efteemed,  I  (hall  fubjoin  two 
or  three  bri^f  arguments  more,  viz. 

Fiflhly,  I  argue  Ae  Preaching  of  Peter  to  be  Apocryphal, 
from  that  paflage  in  it  cited  by  Heracleon,  (produced  above. 
Chap.  XXXIII.  Numb.  2.  and  more  largely  by  Clemens 

»  Dc  Cirit.  Dei,  lib.  18.  c.  46,  47. 
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Alexandnnus,  in  the  fame  Chapter)  Nutnb.  Ill;)  viz.  wher^ 
Peter  comtnandss  that  Godjhould  not  be  worjhipped  according  to 
the  manner  of  the  Jews^  who^  fays  he,  worjtip  angels  and  arcb^ 
angels,  and  the  month,  and  the  moon,  CsTr.  This  will  afford  us 
an  undeniable  argument  agajnft  this  book ;  to  make  which 
appear,  I  obferve,  that  among  the  Judaifing  Chriftians,  even 
in  the  Apoftolick  age,  there  was  a  cu/iom  arofe  of  paying  wor^ 
Jhip  or  homage  to  the  angels*  This  is  fufficiently  clear  from 
.  thofe  obfcure  words  of  St.  Paul,  Col.  ii.  i8«  Let  no  manbe^ 
guile  you  of  your  reward  in  a  voluntary  humility,  and  worjhip^ 
ping  angels,  ^c,  where  it  is  plain  by  the  context  be  was 
guarding  the  Cotoffiails  againft  the  infinuations  of  die  Jewsy 
about  the  necejffity  of  their  worjhip,  as  to  bdy  days,  and  new 
moons^  i^c^  The  foundation  of  this'  pradice  was  partly  their 
dpinion,  that  it  was  too'  great  boldnefs  in  a  creature  to  ap- 
proach to  his  Creator  without  fome  interceflbr,  and  partly  be- 
Caufe  the  Law  was  given  by  angels ;  now  this  pra&ice  the 
pretended  Peter  inveighs  againjl,  but  therein  contradi^s  fome 
ether  parts  of  his  book,  wherein,  as  it  appears  by  the  Epiftle  of 
Peter  to  James,  (Chap.  XXXIII.  Numb.  i,)the  whole  of  the 
Ebionite  Scheme  was  contended  for.  I  conclude  it  therefore 
Apocryphal  by  Prop.  VII.  as  it  contained  contradi£tions« 

Farther,  the  paflage  forbids  the  worjhipping  of  the  month 
and  the  moon,  as  the  Jeivs  did,  which  ^ither  means,  that  the 
Jews  paid  idolatrous  worjhip  to  the  moon,  as  the  Heathens  did, 
or  elfe  their  appointing  their  feveral  feafis  by  it,  as  they  were 
appointed  to  do  by  the  Law  of  Mofes.  If  we  fuppofe  the 
former,  it  will  prove  the  book  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  VIII.  be- 
caufe  the  Jews  about  the  time  of  our  Saviour  were  not  guilty 
of  any  fuch  idolatry  j  and  therefore  Peter,'  who  knew  them, 
could  not  charge  them  with  it :  if  we  fay  the  latter,  which  is 
indeed  moft  probable,  becaufe  it  was  their  known  practice,  it 
will  no  lefs  prove  the  book  Apocryphal,  becaufe  then  it  mufl 
contradiSi  itfelf\  feeing  the  defign  of  die  book  was  to  fupport 
the  obfervation  of  the  Law  of  Mofes  (as  s^pears  by  the  Epijlle 
of  Peter  to  yames  juft  now  cited),  but  the  defign  of  this  com- 
mand is  to  abrogate  them  :  I  fay  therefore,  it  is  to  be  judged 
Apocryphal  by  Prop.  VIL  as  it  contained  contradi£tions. 

Sixthly) 
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Sixthly,  The  fame  character  feems  juftly  to  be  fixed  upon 
the  book  from  that  paiTage  cited  by  Clemens  Alexandrinus 
twice  (viz.  Chap. 'XXXI I L  Numb.  I.  and  Numb.  II.)  and 
byTheodotus,  Numb.  4.  where  Chrift  is  called  theNd^o?,  the 
Law,  which  feems  to  be  upon  no  other  account  than  to  ejiahlijh 
the  Ehionite  fcheme  of  the  everlafling  ohligation  of  the  Law^ 
which  has  been  (hewn  to  be  the  intent  of  this  book.  Apo* 
cryphal  therefore  by  Prop.  VIIL 

Seventhly,  The  Author  of  the  book  about  Rehapttfation 
(above,  Chap.  XXXIII.  Numb,  j.)  has  obferved  a  very  evi- 
dent contradiction  in  it,  viz.  Afier  the  two  ApoflUs  Peter  and 
Paul  had  conferred  together^  and  difputed  at  Jerufalem^  they 
afterwards  met  in  the  fame  city  as  much  unknown  to  each  other^ 
as  if  they  bad  never  feen  each  other  before.  This  feems  either 
to  argue,  that  both  the  Apoftles  had  memories  exceeding 
treacherous,  or  elfe  fomething  (as  the  anonymous  Author  fays)* 
very  abfurd,  u  e.  contradidious  to  itfelf,  and  therefore  what 
proves  it  Apocryphal  bv  Prop.  VIL 

Eighthly,  The  paflage  (Numb.  IV.  out  of  Clemens  Alex- 
andrinus, above.  Chap.  XXXIII.)  in  which  is  Chrift's  com- 
mand to  his  Apoftles,  not  to  go  out  into  the  world  to  preach 
the  Go/pel,  till  afier  the  expiration  of  twelve  years y  will  alfo 
prove  it  Apocryphal.  For  though  there  be  another  teftimony 
to  this  tradition,  viz.  Apollonius,  a  writer  of  the  fecond  cen* 
turya,  yet  it  feems  very  contrary,  not  only  to  the  defign  of  the 
Chriftian  Religion,  which  was  intended  to  be  as  diffufivc  as 
poflible,  without  any  diftinftion  of  perfons  or  nations,  but  alfo 
to  the  exprefs  teftimonies  of  feveral  of  the  books  now  receiv- 
ed ;  as  where  our  Saviour  tells  the  woman  of  Samaria,  the 
hour  comethy  whenye  Jhall  neither  in  this  mountain^  nor  at  Je^ 
rufalemj  worjhip  the  Father^  &c.  Joh.  iv.  21.  where  he  tells 
his  Difciples,  the  Gofpel  was  to  he  preached  to  all  the  worldy 
Matt.  xxiv.  14.  and  aSually  commands  them,  without  any 
limitation  as  to  time,  to  go  forth  and  preach  the  Gofpel  to  every 

•  ApudEufeb.  Hlft.  Eccl.  1.  5.  c.  i8. 

creaturcj 


368  Tki  Pnaehing  0f  partii* 

ereatun^  and  to  all  nations^  Mar.  xvi,  15.  Mat.  xxvtiL  18. 
Befiidcs,  if  Chrift  did  give  his  Apoftles  any  fuch  command,  if 
the  Hijiory  of  the  Jdis  of  the  JpoftUs  by  Luke  be  true,  they 
were  difobedient  to  it;  for  it  is  certain  that  in  much  lefs  time 

J  Peter  had  his  vifion.  Churches  were  planted  in  Samaria,  An« 
tioch,  &c.  by  the  preaching  of  the  Apoftles :  and  therefore, 
Kfter  fo  much  evidence,  I  may  venture  to  ailert  this  a  fpurious 
account  of  Chrift  ;  and  confequently  this  Preachings  which 
contained  it,  alfo  fpurious. 

I  confeA  indeed,  the  Latin  tranflator  of  Clemens  has  given 
tfaefe  words  another  turn,  and  putting  no  point  after  the  word 
«iMD^Ti^(^  hut  a  full  period  after  the  worjj  tm,  makes  the  pai&ge 
to  fp^eak  thus,  He  that  will  repent  and  believe  on  Godthrou^ 
my  name^  bisfmsjhall  be  pardoned  after  twelve  years.  But  this 
is  more  abfurd  and  feolifli  than  the  former)  and  therefore  I 
have  choien  io  fc^ow  Dt.  Cave's  puniStuaftion  and  tranfla'^ 
tion». 

Laftly,  I  might  argue  this  book  not  to  have  been  die  com- 
pofure  of  PetQr  and  Paul,  from  the  great  difference  there  it 
in  theJiyU  of  it  from  the  hmwnjlyle  of  thtfs  two  facred  writers f 
and  fo  prove  it  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  XI«  byt  this  I  ihall  leave 
to  the  judgment  and  diicretion  of  the  reader,  having  faid  fo 
much  concerning  the  various  forts  of  ftyles  under  that  Propo« 
fition. 

What  remains  farther  is,  that  I  addfimething  concerning  ihi 
manner  in  which  Clemens  and  LaSiantius  have  cited  this  book* 
As  to  the  latter,  though  he  indeed  produces  a  paflage  out  of 
it,  he  does  ndt  cite  it  as  of  any  auihoritfy  nor  in  the  Uafl  intimate 
that  it  was  wrote  by  thcfe  Apoftles.  As  to  the  former,  though 
he  indeed  cite  it  feveral  times,  which  has  been  made  the  great 
argument  to  fupport  its  authority,  I  ihall  think  it  fufficieot  to 
obferve, 

!•  That  he  never  does  cite  it  as  Scripture^  or  under  that 

name. 

2.  That  it  does  not  follow  from  a  bare  citation  ofity  thai  he 

*  Hift.  Liter,  in  Petrol 

judged 
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judged  it  to  be  the  work  of  thofe  Apoftteu  Why  might  he  not 
cite  it  as  an  Ecclefiaftical  book  ?  I  have  above  proved,  that 
he  did  in  like  manner  cite  a^pafTage  out  of  the  Go/pel  of  the 
Hebrews,  which  yet  himfelf  rejefted  as  not  Canonical ;  but 

3.  Suppofe  he  did  really  appeal  to  it  as  a  genuine  book,  it 
will, be  a  tnoft  abfurd  inference,  that  therefore  it  was  Cano^ 
nicali  it  is  at  moft  but  the  teftimony  of  one  fmgle  Father 
againft  the  exprefs  teftimony  of  many  others  as  good  and  pro* 
per  judges  as  himfelf,  as  well  as  againft  a  great  many  ftrong 
arguments  of  its  fpurioufnefs*    But 

4«  To-fpeak  what  I  really  think ;  Jince  it  is  certain  thefirfl 
ChriJIians  did  forge  feveral  pious  books  to  gain  credit  to  Chrijt-* 
ianity,  as  for  inftance,  the  Ferfes  of  the  Sibyllsj  iffc,  out  of  the 
fame  principle  I  fufpe£t  Clemens  made  ufe  of  this  book  under 
the  nameofPeterj  j^ft  in  the  fame  manner  as  he  has  very  often 
in  his  works  taken  teftimonies  againft  the  Pagans  out  of  the 
fpurious  Verfes  of  the  Sibylls.  See  p.  17,  32,41,  223,  304, 
3239  601,  604,  636,  (S^c. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  conclude  this  Preaching  of  Peter  to 
have  been  the  forgery  of  fome  £bionites  in  the  beginning  of 
the  fecond  century,  and  contained  things  vaftly  different  from 
any  thing  that  ever  the  Apoftles  preached ;  that  it  paiTed  un- 
der various  changes,  fufFered  many  interpolations,  and  was  a 
moft  filly  and  impious  impofture* 


Vol.  L  ,  B  b  CHAP. 


37^  ^^  Rsvelaiion  ofPtUr.  PART  ir* 


CHAP.    XXXVL 

The  Revelation  of  Peter  fuppo/ed  by  Dr.  Grabe  equal  to  the 
JHevektion  ^  John  j  ly  Mr.  Toland^  as  pfeferetbk  to  S^en 
Books  efourfrejeni  Gtsnon  \  by  Mr.  Whifiony  to  have  been  d 
facred  Book,     Their  Opinion  of  it  groundkfs  j  fir  Qemens 
AkxmdrtifiUs  ne'uer  tOvd  it.     The  Book  of  Hypotypofes  nit 
written  by  QemePtSy  but  etnofhet\  proved  out  of  Photius.    A 
conjecture  concerning  the  Hypotypofes  fupporttd  out  rfCaffio*^ 
dorus.     The  Excerpta  Tbeodoti  not  made  by  Clemens.     The 
Contents  of  ihefe  BctogueSy  or  Bxcerpta ;  and  their  Contra^ 
riety/to  the  known  DoSirines  of  Qemens.     They  were  not 
Part  of  the  Hypotypofes^  ds  Mr.  Falefius  fuppofesy  nor  Part 
(f  the  Stromata.     7%is  fully  proved.     The  Preaching  ^ 
Peter  not  ejieemed  by  Bufehius.     He  does  not  contradiSi  him" 
felf  in  delation  to  that  Boohy  as  has  been  generally  fuppofed* 
A  Method  bf  cleaYing  himm 

Numb,  LIII.  The  REVELATION  OF  PETER* 

BESIDES  tke  Gofpely  Ms^  Judgment^  and  Preachings  I 
obferve  there  was  alfo  extant  formerly  a  Book  called^ 
The  Revelation  of  Peter.  The  aatient  writers  who  hare  mea*» 
tioned  it  are  as  follow;  viz. 

J.  Clemens  Alexandrinus  *• 

There  was  a  book  /ormerly  extant  under  his  name»  but 
now  loft,  entitled.  The  Hypotypofes  of  Qemens ;  and  in  this  be 
made  ufe  of  the  Revelation  of  Peter ^  as  Eufebius  informs  us^ 

'Ev  i\  T«K  'TvoTuir«o-«fl-t  zD-a-  In  tlie  books  of  his  called  Hy^ 
«■»!?  Ttj?  £yJi«3fjx«  yg a^fff  potypofesy  he  has  wrote  fomc 
l7rtTfT/xTi|(*£vaf  wfTOiyiroLi  iiii-  fl^ort  Commentaries  upon  all 
yif(r«^,    ^„'^£  T«\  aWiXfyo-  ^  *^  '^^^'^s  of  Scripture,  not 

•  Lib.  Hypotypos.  *  Hift.  Ecclcf.  l.  ^.  c.  i4« 

omitdng 
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omitting  even  tie  controvert^ 
ed  booksy  I  mean  that  of  Jude, 
and  the  other  Catholick  Epi- 
ftles;  the  Epiftle  of  Barnabas, 
and  that  called.  The  Revela^ 
tion  of  Peter. 

2.  Theodotus*. 
Aio  xat  IlfcTfoc  £v  rri  'A?ro-     Wherefore  Peter  in  his  Re- 


rye  o^dKA/xs;  rZiy  yuvftixofy* 


vdation  faith,  jfnd  the  light 
of  fire  darted  from  thofe  in^ 
fants^  and  did  firike  upon  the 
eyes  of  the  women* 


3.  By  the  lame  ^. 
AuTixa  0  Il£Tf Of  Iv  r^  'Atto-     Prefently  after,  P^/^r  fays  in 


hifAiVK   wu^ocij   raura    ay- 

w?  nfixrifAiyoc  iXsn^iyrXy  ax) 
/*£»'«  ai/£u  xoAacfwc,  raro  yg- 
f«?  A«goirT».      To   JJ  yaXa 

TftMT     yvtWIXCtfV     pEOV    «Vo    TiJv 

0  Hir^tg  ly  rH  'AwoxaAuiJ'W, 


i&/j  Revelation^  "  That  abor- 

*'  tive  infants  are  in  the  mpft 

^^  happy  circumftances,  that 

**  they  are  committed   to  a 

**  guardian  angel,  by  which 

•*  means  they  are  fo  inftruft- 

"  ed,  as  to  obtain  a  more  ex- 

"  cellem  manfion,  but  firft 

**  fiifFenng  what  they  woul4 

^*  have  fuffered,  if  they  had 

<*  continued  in  the  body :  but 

"  as  for  others,  they  indeed 

"  find  mercy,  and  obtain  man- 

*'  fions  of  happinefs  for  the 

**  injuries  they  have  fuffered; 

^<  and  thus  in  this  condition 

**  they  fliall  abide  without  pu- 


"  nifliment,  receiving  this  for 
"  their  reward.  Again,  as  Peter  fays  in  his  Revelation,  the 
*'  milk  of  women,  flowing  down  from  their  breafts,   and 


*  Excerpt,  ad  Calc.  Opp.  Ckm.  *»  Lib.  cit.  p.  So 7. 

Alex.  p.  806. 

Bb^ 


"  coagu- 
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yevvintret  %^i»  Xfirra  (ra^yto^     **  coagulating,  fhall  produce 
faya,  xai    dmr^ix^vrx   tig     *'  f«nall  carnivorous  animals,^ 
aJri?,  xaT£cra/«.  *'  which  (hould  rufli  back  up- 

<<  on  them,and  deftroj  them/' 

4.  By  Eufebius  *. 

To  Afyopfvov  aurS  KtifuyfAot  That  book,  M^iich  is  called 

xa\riv}ia\HfAmv'A7royai\\i^iv  2^^  Preaching  of  Peter jzni 

ir  o'Ao)^  Iv   xo^oAjkok  ?(riix£w  ^-'^  Revelation  of  Peter^  we 

n    '    .  "      ..J^e  «\.  know,  have  not  been  delivered 

,  /        -         rv »  .    --  to  us  (or  elteemed)  as  Cano- 

'^       '  "^  ,  V^  ^  meal  books ;  inafmuch  as  none 

T»K  ig  auTwv  CMHX£^<r»ro  our  ecclefiaftical  writer^,  have 
/xfltf  Tuj/aK.  taken  teftimonies  out  of  them. 

5.  By  the  fame'*. 

*Ev  To7g  yo^oig  Karxrtrd^^ca  Tbe  Revelation  of  Peter  is  to 
— — 11  'ATToxaXutf/K  IlgTf ».       be  ftnkcd  among  thofe  books, 

which  are  fpurious. 

6.  By  Jerome  ^  ^ 

Libri  autem  ejus,  e  quibus     But  the  books  under  the  name 

unus  Aftus     infcribitur •     of  Peter,  of  which  one  is  en- 

quartus  Apocalypfis,  inter  titled  his  Ads,  another  his 
Apocryphas  Scripturas  repu-  Gofpel, — a  fourth  his  Reve- 
tantur.  lation^  are  reckoned  among 

the  Apocryphal  Scriptures. 

This  is  all  that  is  to  be  fojund  arnoiTg  the  antients  relating 
to  this  book :  there  is  not  much  faid  of  it  by  the  moderns  ; 
only  Dr.  Grabe  would '^  by  no  means  have  it  reckoned  an 
heretical  book,  but  compofed  by  tbe  orthodox  Chrijiians^  and  no 
more  liable  to  fufpicion  of  herefy  on  account  of  its  Jirange  doc^ 
trineSy  than  the  Revelation  of  John^  and  therefore  that  we 
Jhould  not  be  too  free  in  our  conjectures  about  fuch  antient  obfc'un 

•  Hift.  Ecclef.  1.  3.  c.  3.  «  Catal.  Viror.  illuftr.  in  Pctro. 

•  Cap.  25,  cjuiyera  libri.  ^  Spicilcg.  Patr.t.  x.  p.  71, Arc. 

prophecies. 
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prophecies.  The  truth  is,  which  I  have  often  thought,  this 
learned  Dpdor  had  very  much  the  fame  opinion  of  thefe 
books,  and  fome,  if  not  all  thofe,  of  our  prefent  Canon.  Mr. 
Toland  would  have  it  efteemed  as  valuable  as  feven  books  of 
9ur  prefent  Canon^  (Tee  the  place  above,  Chap.  XXXIV. 
Numb.  5.)  by  more  than  a  parity  ofreafon^  iv  e.  there  are  bet- 
ter arguments  for  this  book  than  thofe.  Mr.  Whifton  *  alfo 
recommends  it  as  a  f acred  booL 

The  fubftance,  and  indeed  the  whole  that  is  urged  for  the 
book  is,  that  it  was  made  ufeofby  CIsmens  and  Theodetusy  not 
rejeSied  by  Eufebius^  but  fsrtd  to  he  read  in  all  the  Churches  of 
Palejline.  I  fhall  confider  each  of  thefe  diftinftly,  and  then 
proceed  to  determine  concerning  the  book. 

I.  As  to  Clement's  ufing  this  book,  I  obferve,  that  this  is 
founded  wholly  upon  that  place  of  Eufebius,  above  produced, 
Numb.  I.  viz.  where  he  fays,  that  Clemens  Alexandrinus 
in  his  Hypotypofes  wrote  fome  Jhort  notes  or  commentaries  upon 
all  the  parts  of  Scripture^  not  omitting  the  controverted  books^ 
and  among  thefe  The  Revelation  of  Peter;  But  to  this  I  anfwer, 

1.  That  it  does  not  follow,  that  this  book  was  of  any  au- 
thority, becaufe  Clemens  did  write  fome  Jhort  notes  upon  it. 
This  he  might  do  in  the  fame  manner  as  feveral  learned  men 
have  wrote  notes  upon  the  Apocrypha  of  the  Old  Teftament. 

2.  Thofe  Hypotypofes y  or  this  book  of  Notes  upon  the  whole 
Scripture^  under  the  name  of  Clemens^  were  not  really  his,  but 
the  compofure  of  fome  impious  Heretick,  The  book  itfelf  is 
now  quite  loft,  and  only  fome  few  fragments  of  it  preferved  by 
Eufebius  *»  and  Photius  *;  but  yet  I  think  we  Want  not  evi- 
dence to  make  it  appear  to  have  been  the  work  not  of  Cle- 
mens, but  of  a  quite  different  perfon,  from  the  account  the 
learned  Photius  gives  of  it.  He  fays,  it  was  indeed  an  attempt 
to  explain  all  the  parts  of  Scripture ;  and  though  fometimes  he 
expounded  jufllyy  yet  in  other  things  his  interpretations  were  im- 
pious and  fabulous :  he  afferts  matter  to  be  eternal^  makes  Chrifi 
a  creature^  holds  the  tranfmigration  of  foulsy  and  that  there 
were  great  numbers  offurprijing  worlds  before  Adam  was  made  5 

•  ElTay  on  the  Conftit.  p.  24.  €.1,9,15.1.6.0.14. 

^  Hlft.  Eccief.  1.  I.  c.  X2. 1.  2.  c  Cgd.  c^x. 

B  b  3  that 
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that  the  Angels  had  eommtrtt  with  women^  and  children  by 
them  J  that  Chrijl  was  not  fiejh^  hut  appeared  to  he  fo^  with  a 
tJ)oufand  other  fuch  blafphemies  arid  fooleries^  ^c.    On  the  ac- 
count of  which  this  book  is  not  only  defpifed  by  the  excellent 
Photius,  but  reje£led.     And  indeed  any  one,  who  has  read  the 
works  of  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  will  eafily  perceive  the  whole 
of  this  book  contrary  to  the  true  Clemens^  and  his  principles  i 
which  is  alfo  obferved  by  Photius,  cod.  cxi.    For  fpeaking  of 
his  books,  called  Stromata\  he  remarks,  that  though  they  are  not 
in  all  refpe^s  founds  yet  they  are  not  like  the  Hypotypofes,  which 
iw^%  tEToA^tt  im  iKsT'h»fMlx*fcti,  contaift  many  things  direSily  oppofite 
tothcfe.  After  readingthis,  I  made  no  queftion  with  myfelf,  but 
thefe  commentaries  afcribed  to  Clemens  w^r^  afpurious  piece*^ 
and  was  not  a  little  confirmed  therein,  when  I  obferved  that 
great  mafter  of  books,  Photius,  had  entertained  the  fame  fufpi- 
cion,  and  feems  inclined  to  believe  thefe  commentaries  were 
made  byT»>of  iTifn  rl  aCre  itfoa-uirof  vftoit^i^Bnos,  hyfome  other  perfon 
pretending  to  be  Clemens  \  upon  which  Andreas  Schottus,  his 
Scholiaft,  notes,  that  his  conjecture'  feems  probable,  becaufe 
the  other  parts  of  the  works  of  Clemens  contain  found  doBlrine* 
I  fliall  take  it  therefore  for  proved,  that  thefe  Hypotypofes^  or 
Notes  upon  the  Epiftles,  were  not  written  by  Clemens,  but 
fome  filly  Heretic k  ;  to  all  which  I  will  fubjoin  a  conjec^re, 
which  I  cannot  but  think  probable,  vi^.  That  thofe  fiart 
notes^  which  are  puhlijhed  by  Dr.  F^//*,  under  the  name  £^Cle- 
mens  Alexandrinus,  upon  the  firfl  Epiflle  of  Peter ^  the  Epiflle 
tfjude^  the  firfl  andfecond  Epiftles  ofjohny  were  part  of  thefe 
old  Hypotypofes^  that  went  under  the  name  of  Clemens^  which, 
if  it  be  right,  we  fhall  be  able  to  form  another  very  good  ar- 
gument ^gainft  them,  viz.  that*  Caffiodorus**,  who  tranflated 
them  into  Latir?,  fays,  he  found  them  fo  heterodox^  that  he 
thought  proper  to  exclude  a  very  large  part  of  them  from  his 
iranjlation.    If  then  the  book  of  Hypotypofes  W3l%  not  really 
wrote  by  Clemens,  it  is  plain,  nothing  can  be  hence  gathered 
for  the  authority  pf  the  Revelation  of  Peter ^  which  was  made 
ufe  of,  or  noted  upon  in  it. 

•  In  the  end  of  his  edition  of  *   Lib.  i.  Dp   Inftitut.  Script. 

that  little  Traft  afcrifced  to  Cle^  divin.  apud  Riv^t.   Critip.  Sacr, 

mens  Alexandrinus,  entitled,  ^is  lib.  s.  c.  S« 
Di'Oeifal'vetur  ? 

II.  As 
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II.  As  to  this  Rev0lgtioH  being  ciud  in  the  Efhgues  of 
Xbeodotusy  which  ATe  at  the  end  of  Qemens  Alex^drinu9  \  I 
think,  that  a$  its  being  cited  there  will  be  no  credit  to  it,  fo 
the  fragmmt  there  cited  will  be  of  itfeif  fufScient  to  evidence 
that  It  was  a  moji  egregioufiy  fiHy  an4  Apnryphfil  iosi^  That  it 
will  gain  no  credit  by  being  cited  in  thefe  Eclogues,  or  £jr« 
cerpta^  is  plain;  for  though  they  go  under  the  name  of  Cle** 
mens,  yet  they  are  not  his,  nor  is  he  any  farther  concerned 
with  them  than  as  a  men  dbbnviaiQr ;  if  he  bad  indeed  any 
concern  at  all  with  them^  which  I  can  hardly  perfuade  myfclf 
that  he  had,  when  I  obferve  that  the  whole  defign  of  thefe  Ec^ 
Ugis  is  diredly  oppofite  to  all  the  known  books  of  Clemens  i 
tfie  former  being  intended  to  countenance  the  errors  of  Volenti'^ 
nus  and  BaJilideSy  as  is  well  bbferved  by  Sylburgius,  and  the 
learned  Archbiihop  Ufher';  but  the  latter,  viz.  the  genuine 
works  of  Clemens,  in  many  places  are  dejigned  to  confute  thg 
errors  ofthofe  two  Hereticks^i  which  is,  I  think,  a  convifiivc 
argument,  either  that  Clemens  had  no  concern  in  thefe  Ec* 
loga^  or  Abridgment  of  Theodotus,  or  at  leaft  that  he  was 
no  favourer  of  the  doctrines  therein  contained  j  and  confe*- 
quently  not  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  but  Theodotus,  and  fome 
Heretick  of  his  mind,  cited  this  Revelation  of  Peter.  And  if 
this  be  the  cafe,  I  am  fure  it  will  add  no  credit  to  this  book, 
that  it  is  here  cited,  in  the  judgment  of  any  one  that  will  con- 
fider  the  wretched  principles  of  that  Heretick  above  produced, 
near  the  beginning  of  Chap.  XXXIV.  To  which  now  I 
add  thefe  farther  out  of  the  fame  Eclogue,  That  Chriji  was 
not  only  made  by  the  Father^  but  made  flejh  at  the  beginning  of 
the  world  i  that  he  himfilfhad  need  of  redemption^  which  he  ob^ 
tained  by  the  defcent  of  the  dove  upon  him  after  his  baptifm\  that 
God  the  Father  fuffered  with  the  Son  \  yet  that  the  divinity  r^» 
ceded  from  Chriji  before  his  pajjion^  Cffr,  If  fuch  an  Author 
be  allowed  to  have  cited  the  Revelation  of  Pet^r^  it  will  rather 
be  an  evidence  againfl:,  than  for  its  authority.  ,1  mu.ft  not 
leave  thi^  head^  without  obfer v^g,  that  Valefius  ^  has  imagined 


*  In  »  Manufcript  of  his,  «n-  **  See  efpecialW  1.  3»  4»  • 

titled  Bibliotheca  Theologica,  cited  «  Annot.  in  Eufeb.  I,  5 

by  Ih".  Cave,  HIilor.  Litrr.  p.  ^(^ .       <t  1.  ,i.  c.  1 1^. 

B  b  4  theft 
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thefe  Excerpta^^r  Eclogues^  to  have  been  part  of  the  Hypotypo- 
fes^  or  Commentaries^  of  which  I  treated  in  the  foregoing  fe£lion\ 
becaufe  the  fame  things  were  contained  in  both,  and  the  Re-^ 
velation  of  Peter  was  made  ufe  of  in  both ;  and  becaufe  Pan- 
taenus,  who  was  the  mafter  of  Clemens,  is  called  by  that  au- 
thor of  the  Eclogues  his  mafter.  .  To  all  which  I  aiflwer, 
that  if  it  (hould  be  true,  that  thefe  Eclogues  were  part  of  the 
Commentaries,  or  Hypotypofesy  yet  nothing  can  be  gathered 
thence  for  the  credit  of  the  Repeiation  of  Peter ^  becaufe  I  have 
proved  even  the  Hypotypofes  not  to  have  been  the  books  of 
Clemens.  Nor  are  Valefius's  arguments  of  any  weight,  feeing 
it  is  a  thing  very  probable,  that  thefe  two' books  might  be  the 
work  of  two  other  fcholars  of  Pantaenus,  who  had  the  iame 
principles :  befides,  there  is  an  unanfwerable  argument  againft 
his  opinion,  that  the  Hypotypofes  confifted  of  fhort  notes,  or 
commentaries,  upon  all  the  parts  of  Scripture ;  but  there  is 
not  any  thing  like  this  to  be  found  in  the  Eclogues,  or  Ex^ 
cerpta  Theodoti.     And  hence  it  follows,  that  the  conjedure 
of  Heiniius,  concerning  thefe  Hypotypofes^  being  a  part   of 
the  laft  book  of  the  Stromata^  is  alfo  entirely  groundlefs. 

Upon  the  whole  then  I  conclude,  that  as  Clemens  has  no 
where  cited  the  Revelation  of  Peter j  fo  neither  is  it  of  any  cre- 
dit to  it,  that  Theodotus,  or  his  abbreviator,  did. 

IIL  But  the  main  thing  that  is  urged  for  the  Revelation  of 
Peter^  is,  that  Eufebius  did  not.  rejeSi  it^  but  places  it  in  the 
fame  clafs  with  the  Epijlle  of  fude^  and  the  other  catholick 
Epijtles,  This  is  urged  by  Dr.  Grabe  with  a  great  deal  of 
aflurance ;  in  which  neverthelefs  he  is  moft  egregioufly  mif- 
taken,  as  he  is  more  than  once  in  his  judgment  on  thofe  words 
of  Eufebius  5  for  in  both  thofe  places  where  he  mentions  it, 
he  abfolutely  reje6ls  it.  (See  above  in  this  Chapter,  Numb.  4. 
and  Numb.  5.)  In  the  firft  he  affirms,  that  he  certainly  knew 
it  was  not  delivered  to  the  Church  as  a  Canonical  or  catholick 
4fook;  and  in  the  latter  he  places  it  among  theworfi  fort  ofhooks^ 
which  he  calls  wSac,  i.  e.  (purious.  That  which  Eufebius 
made  his  rule  to  judge  by,  (which  is  indeed  the  only  rule  in 
the  cafe)  was  the  tejiimony  of  the  antients^  u  e.  the  tradition  of 

thofe 
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thofe  who  lived  nearer  to  the  time  when  the  books  were  writ- 
ten.   This  he  urges  againft  this  book,  and  faith,  that  it  was 
not  delivered  as  Canonical,  and  that  no  ecclefiaftical  writer 
has  taken  any  teftimonies  out  of  it.     But  in  this,  fays  Mr. 
Toland  \  Eufebius  is  mijlaken ;  for  the  contrary  appears  by  the 
jeftimonies  marked  in  the  catalogue^  which  any  body  may  compare 
with  the  originals,    Valefius  *»,  and  after  him  Father  Simon  % 
Dr.  Grabe*^,  and  others,  go  farther,  and  charge  Eufebius  with 
contradi^ing  himfelf\   becaufe   himfelf  fay  they,  in  another 
place  .(viz.  that  above,  Numb.  I.)  owns^  that  Clemens  Alexan^ 
drinus  cited  it  in  the  book  of  his  Hypotypofes,     Simon  indeed  ai^ 
tempts  to  fay  fometbing  in  favour  of  Eufebius^  adding,  that  per- 
haps Eufebius  only  intended^  that  no  ecclejiafticat  author  had 
quoted  thefe  books  as  divine  and  Canonical,     And  herein  he  is 
followed  by  Mr.  Richardfon,  in  his"  Anfwer  to  Mr.  Toland^ 
p.  75.    But  this  is  not  likely,  and,  I  muft  confefs,  is  no  other 
than  what  we  commonly  call,  begging  the  queftion.     Dr. 
Grabe  accounts  for  it  thus,  viz.  that  Eufebius  in  the  beginning 
of  his  book  had  not  fufficiently  acquainted  himfelf  with  thofe 
things^  and  therefore  faidy  no  ecclejiafiical  writer  had  cited  this 
hook ;  but-y  upon  farther  enquiry  into  the  old  booksy  he  found  his 
mijtakcy  andfo  owned  what  before  he  denied.   But  this  is  a  very 
precarious  and  groundlefs  fuppofition ;  inafmuch  as  it  is  cer- 
tain that  Eufebius  had  read  the  works  of  Clemens  Alexandria 
nus,  and  made  large  ule  even  of  the  Hypotypofes  under  his 
name^,  before  he  had  wrote  this  third  book,  where  he  fays, 
that  1^0  ecclefiaftical  writer  took  teftimonies  out  of  this  book 
under  the  name  of  Peter,     Befides,  had  Eufebius  thus  in  the 
fixth  book  perceived  the  miftake  he  was  guilty  of  in  the  third 
book  (which-Dr.  Grabe  fuppofes  he  did),  it  was  eafy  for  him 
to  have  corre£led  it,byerafing  what  he  had  wrote  falfely  in  the 
former  place  \  but  he  not  having  done  this,  I  conclude  he  was 
of  the  fame  mind,  when  Jie  wrote  both  books.     And  though 
upon  this  bypothefis  it  may  be  thought,  that  Eufebius  is 

•  Amynt<Jr.  p.  53, 54..               ,  Part  I.  c.  3.  p.  25. 

^  Aiinot.  in  Eufcb.  Hift.  Eccl.  **  Spicileg.  t.  i.  p.  57,  58. 

1.  3-C-3'  •  Vid.  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  i.e.  i». 

^  Sim.  Crit.  Hift.  Nov.  Teft.  1.  2.  c.  i>  9^  15. 

chargeable 
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chargeable  with  contradi£lion  to  himfelfi  yet,  with  fubmiffion 
to  thefe  learned  men,  I  think  the  charge  n)oft  unjuftly  laid  s 
for  though  he  £iys,  no  ecclefiaftical  writer  has  taken  teftimo- 
nies  out  of  the  Revilation  of  Piter  in  one  place,  he  does  not 
iay  that  Clemens  Alexandrinus  did  take  teftimonies  out  of  it 
in  another :  all  that  he  fays,  is,  that  he  wrote  fome  Jhort  not^s 
upon  it  (eririr^i)/aW(  ^nyi^i^f  tri^roinrai),  which  is  a  very  differ* 
ent  thing  from  yMprv^imq  wnx^^rtp  i*  e.  taking  tfftimonies  out 
of  it  J  or  appealing  io  it  as  of  any  authority*  Had  the  learned 
writers  above-named  obferved  this,  I  am  perfuaded  Eufebius 
had  not  been  fufpe£ted  of  a  contradiction  \  after  all  which  I 
may  fairly  conclude,  there  is  nothing  to  be  gathered  from  Eu- 
febius for  the  credit  or  authority  of  the  Revelation  ofPeterm 

IV.  The  laft  thing  v^ged  for  this  Revelation  is,  that  So- 
zomen,  a  writer  df  the  fifth  century,  lays,  it  was  read  in  fome 
ckurches  ^Pale/line  once  yearly y  viz.  the  day  of  Cbrift's  Paf-* 
fion».  Mr.  Toland^  refers  to  this  place  of  Sozomen  in  his 
Catalogue;  and  Dr.  Grabe *" xroncludes  from  it,  that  //  was  not 
a  book  of  the  Hereticks^  elfe  it  would  not  have  thus  been  read. 
But  inafmuch  as  Sozomen  does  not  mention  what  fort  of 
churches  thefe  were^  whether  of  the  Hereticks,  or  Catholicks  ; 
it  is  moft  reaibnable  to  conclude  the  former,  not  only  becaufe 
of  the  known  heterodoxy  of  the  book,  but  becaufe  Sozomea 
in  the  very  lame  place  tells  us,  that  it  was  reje^ed  by  the  an^ 
tients  univerfalfyf  as  afpurious  piece* 

Thus  I  have  largely  confidered  this  Revelation  that  went 
under  the  name  of  Peter :  whether  it  zoas  a  prophetick  book 
concerning  the  miferahle  flate  of  the  Jews^  and  the  flat e  of  th^ 
Church  to  the  time  of  Antichrifl^  as  Dr.  Grabe'*  and  Dr.  Mill* 
fuppofe,  I  fhall  not  now  enquire;  only  obferve,  that  it  was 
certainly  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  and  VI.  I  add  alfo  the 
IXth,as  it  contained  things  ludicrous  and  triflings  fabulous  and 
filly  relations  \  of  which  fort  thofe  are,  produced  above. 
Numb.  2,  3.  concerning  abortive  children^  the  milk  of  women, 
producing  animals^  ^c* 

»  Hift-  Eccl.  L  7.  c.  19.  <*  Lib.  cit.  p.  74., 

»»  Amyntor.p.  23.  «  Prpleg.  in  Nov.  TefL  §.135. 


c  Spicilqg.  Patr.  t.  1.  p.  7*. 
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CHAP.    XXXVII. 

Other  Books  under  the  Name,  of  Peter ^  viz.  7lhe  jfSfs  of  Peter 
by  Leucius  Charinus.  The  Gofpel  of  Perfections  a  Forgery 
of  the  Gnojiicks.  A  Conjecture  concerning  the  Reafon  of  the 
^Title^  and  the  Contents  of  the  BooL  The  J£is  of  Philip  now 
extant  in  the  Vatican.  The  Gofpet  of  Philip.  A  Fragment 
of  it.  Its  ContentSj  and  abominable  Doctrines.  A  Mijiak^ 
of  Mr.  Du.  Pin  concerning  it. 

Numb.  LIV.    Other  BOOKS  under  the  NAME  of. 

PETER- 

I   HAVE  given  thefe,  for  method  fake,  a  diftinS  title,  be-« 
caufe  I  find  them  fo  mentioned  by  Popb  Innocent  I*.   His 
words  are. 


Caetera,  quas  fub  nomine 
Matthaei,  five  Jacobi  minoris, 
vel  fub  nomine  Petri  et  Jo- 
annis^  qua:  a  qaodam  Leucio 

fcripta  funt non    folum 

tepudianda,  verum  etiam  no- 
veris  efle  damnanda. 


But  the  other  books  undei/ 
the  name  of  Matthew,  or 
James  the  Lefs^  or  under  ths 
name  of  Peter  and  John^  which 
were  written  by  one  Leucius ; 
know,  that  they  are  not  only 
to  be  reje£led,but  condemned. 


There  can  be  no  reafon  to  doubt,  but  thefe  were  the  fame 
with  thofe  Apocryphal  Ails,  of  which  1  have  largely  treated 
above,  as  being  forged  under  the  Apoftles'  names  by  Leucius 
Charinus,  as  will  evidently  appear  from  what  is  faid  Chap^ 
XXI.  efpecially  from  the  paflage  of  Photius. 

Numb.  LV.   The  GOSPEL  OF  PERFECTION. 

THE  moft  eminent  and  khown  Hereticks  among  th^ 
Chriftians  in  the  firft  ages  were  thofe  called  the  Gnofm 
fhks  j   of  whom  Ireneeus  fays,  that  they  forged  an  infirdte 


*  In  Decret.  five  Epift.  ad  Extrper,  Epifc.  Tholof.  c.  7. 

multitude 


Z^o 


The  GofpeJ  of  PerfeSfion. 


PART  II. 


multitude  offpi^rious  and  Apocryphal  books  ■;  and  Epiphanius  \ 
that  they  made  many  Go/pels  under  the  names  of  the  Difciples. 
Among  the  reft  of  their  forgeries  he  mentions  the  Gofpel  of 
^    PerfeSlion  in  the  following  manner  ^ 


AXXoi    ^i    12    aZrm    zrxXiv 

fi,otri  imBivro  ovofAOiy  Eucty- 
yiXiov  TiXetucsa;  r»ro  <pitr- 

yi\\f>y   'T8T0,    fltXXa    viv^^^ 
tbXuu^iC    tffoia'a    yoio   tj    ra 


But  others  of  them  produce  a 
certdin  Jpurious  and  fuppojiti^ 
tious  woriy  to  which  work 
they  have  given  the  name  of 
the  Gofpel  of  P  erf e^iioni  which 
really  is  no  Gofpel,  but  the 
PerfeSiion  of  Sorrow  :  for  all 
the  perfedion  of  death  (i.e.  of 
deftrudlive  do<^ine)  is  con- 
tained in  that  product  of  the 
Devil. 


It  fcems  not  difficult,  from  the  very  title  of  this  fpurious 
book,  to  conjeSure  concerning  the  defign  or  fcheme  of  it. 
The  Gnofticks,  who  forged  it  and  ufed  it,  pretended  to  a 
gvtzitx  perfection  in  knowledge  and  virtue  than  all  others,  aijd 
from  thence  took  their  very  name  Twnxol  5  Gnoflici  propter 
excellentiam  fapientia^  Jic  fe  appellatos  effe  vel  appellari  debuiffe 
glorianturj  bfc.  fays  Auftin.  de  Haercf.  t.  6.  n.  6.  See-alfo 
Clemens  Alexandrinus  De  P«:dagog.  1.  i.e.  6.  et  Stromat. 
I  2' .  P»  398.  For  the  fame  reafon  they  called  themfelves 
it«$«^i,  vttviAMriKo),  &c.  pretending  to  greater  fanSiity  and  per*- 
fe£iion  of  life  than  all  befides^\  making  themfelves  even  wifer 
than  the  Apoftles,  and  to  have  found  out  more  perfect  doc^ 
trines,  as  Irenaeus  fays*^;  and  hence  they  were  wont  to  call 
Peter  and  the  reft  of  the  Apoftles  imperfeSf^  as  we  learn  from 
the  fame  Father^;  from  all  which.it  may  perhaps  be  a  juft  in- 
ference, that  this  Gofpel  had  this  title  j/'Perfedion,  becaufe  it 


*  Adverf.  Haeref.  1.  i.  c.  17. 
»»  Ead.  Haercf.  §.  a. 

*  Haeref.  26.  §.8, 

*  Vid.  Ircn.  adv.  Haeref.  1..  x. 


c.  X. 
e  Adv.  Heref.  1.  3.  c.  a. 
*  Id.  1.  3.  c.  12. 


,    contained 
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contained  this  their  more  perfect  knowledge  and  great  difcoveriesy 
which  they  had  arrived  to  above  even  the  Apoftles,  or  any 
other  Chriftians.  If  this  conjeSure  be  juft,  it  is  fufficient 
to  prove  it  Apocryphal,  from  the  defign  of  it,  by  Prop.  VIII. 
But  whatever  becomes  of  this  conjecture,  it  was  certainly  (as 
Epiphanius  calls  it)  fpurious  and  fuppoiititious,  and  therefore 
Apocryphal  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  and  VI; 

Numb.  LVI.  The  ACTS  of  PHILIP. 

CONCERNING  thefe  I  have  met  with  nothing  in  the 
authors  of  thofe  ages,  to  w^icb  I  am  confined,  befides 
their  being  thus  mentioned  by  Pope  Gelafius,  in  his  Decree : 

A6lus  nomine  Pbilippi  apo-     T^e  ASis  under  the  name  of 
ftoli  Apocryphi.  Philip  the  Apojile  are  Apo« 

cryphal. 

Mr.  Fabritius*  has  produced  a  large  fragment  of  the(e 
Ads  out  of  Anaftafit^s  Sinaita,  a  writer  of  the  feventh  cen* 
tury ;  but  this  being  fo  much  after  my  time,  I  fhall  not  tran^ 
fcribe  it.  The  fame  learned  writer  in  his  third  tome  of  ad- 
ditions to  the  two  former  ^  acquaints  us,  that  Papebrochius 
ha^  publifhed  {omz  A&s  under  the  name  of  Philip^  and  faw, 
but  did  not  think  fit  to  publifh,  fome  other  ASfs  under  the 
name  of  Philips  which  are  in  a  manufcript  of  the  Vatican. 
There  being  nothing  of  them  extant  in  the  writers  of  the  firft 
four  centuries,  I  fhall  not  form  any  other  tonjeflure  concern- 
ing them,  than  that  they  were  probably  made  either  by  Leu- 

cius  Charinus,  or  were  an  appendage  to  his  work* 

• 

Numb.  I.VII.  The  GOSPEL  of  PHILIP. 

I 

\ 

AMONG  the  other  forgeries  of  the  Gnofticks,  Epipha- 
nius<=  informs  us  there  was  one  under  this  name,  and 
adds,  that 

■  Cod.   Apocr.  Nov.   Teftam.  *  Tojn.  3.  p.  657. 

t.  2.  p.89j6.  «   Hierei.  z6,  §.  13. 

They 
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KotratyiXSci  li  Xeiiroy  rSv 
rriP  zroXiruccv  dtnuivrtovj  xcti 
ayvuavf  nAi  zrot^S'may^  dg 
£K  (Ji^ocTTiv  Tov  xajbiarov  d»»^ 
iihyiAiuuv*  JlfccfifUffi  Si 
ug  oyofAX  ^tXiTTTrs  rS  ^yiv 
fAO^nrS  tCayyiXiou  xrcTrXao*- 
[Aivovy  on  ffHTiv,  'A?roxftAu<}/£ 

[AOl     0     Kuf  i®*,  t/  T*|Jf  J'^X'^^ 
•k«*-^  »  ••»/  » 

•£1   Acyffy,  cy   rw  avnvxi   tig 

S'ai.  On  iTriyitm  «/a«uw, 
fmct,  xa«  ruy£X£^«  fjxoturn^ 
tarotirraj^oS'fk,  xai  «x  i(nr«^« 
T£Xk»  Tw  u^x/^yni  dXKoi  i^- 

cvviXi^»  r»  [Aihfi  rd  ^iCiTKo^* 
9r»a'^£ya(>  xat  Mix  re  tic  &* 
iy»  yap,  fDCi^  Tttv  ayta^ip 
«»/xi'  xfti  KTWc  ^fl^v,  aVo- 
Av£T««.  'Eaif  Je,  ^t)(riy,  £U- 
ffS"*?  yfynia-aca  utov,  xaT£- 
p^fTat   xarci})  ?wc  ouy  roi  tSix 

«(V£Axu<rat  £k  £0(ut9iv* 


FART  IT. 


They  hugh  at  the  conduft  of 
the  MonkS)  and  thofe  who 
profefs  chaftity/and  virginity^ 
as  fubmitting  to  unneceflary 
hardfhips.    They  produce  a 
forged  Gofpel  under  the  name 
of  the  Holy  Apofile  PhHip ;  in 
which  it  is  written ;  **  The 
^^  hoxA  hath  revealed  to  me 
<^  what  the  foul  muft  fay  when 
•*  it  makes  its  entry  into  hca- 
*^  vcn,  and  what  fort  of  an- 
^  fwer  it  muft  make  te  each 
**  of  the  heavenly  Powers: 
**  (viz.  in  the  following  man^ 
**  ner)    /  inew  myfelfy^  and 
**  gathered* J  reeolle£led    (or 
^  guarded)  mjfflfon  alljides^ 
<'  and  did  mt  raife  children 
"  for  the  Devil^j  but  ^xtir.^ 
^^  pated  all  his  principJes^4iH(f 
^'  /  ba^  gathered  t^ether 
**  (now)  the  fcattered  mem* 
"  bersy  (viz.   of  the  bo^) 
<^  and  I  know  who  thou  art^ 
*'  for  I  am  one  of  the  celefiial 
^^.  number.     And   thus,  (aysi 
^<  that  book,  fhe  is  iet  at  Li- 
"  berty:"  but  it  adds,  Aat  if 


the  foul  be  found  to  have  pro- 
pagated children,  it  is  obliged  to  ftay  fo  long  below,  till  fhe 
ihsdl  be  able  to  receive  and  bring  thofe  children  to  herfelf,, 
i.  e.  till  the  fouls  of  the  children  depart. 

This  is  a  fufficient  tafte  of  this  Gofpel,  which  I  fuppofc 


»  I  know  not  how  elfe  to  tranflate 
this  myftical  paiTage. 

^  Sq  I  tranflate  i^x^vrt^  becaufe 


they  faid  that  all  procreation  was 
from  the  Devil. 


will 
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will  be  but  indifferently  reliflied  by  thofe^  who  have  any  tafte 
either  of  religion>  or  common  fenfe.  The  book  feems  by 
this  fragment  to  hare  been  of  a  piece  with  the  other  perform- 
ances of  the  Gnofticks,  and  as  extravagtot  in  its  conceits  as 
the  Gofpel  of  Bafllides,  Eve,  or  any  of  the  reft*  It  feems  by 
this  fragment  to  have  been  particularly  wrote  widi  die  view 
of  fupporting  their  do£krine  of  the  unlawfulnefs  of  procreation^ 
for  though, « as  in  the  beginning  of  this  pallage,  they  did  not 
forbid  the  ufe  of  women,  and  therefore  laughed  at  the  Monks, 
yet  they  forbad  the  procreation  of  children,  and  for  this  pur- 
pofe  made  ufe  of  methods  fo  very  abominable,  and  prodigioufly 
unnatural  and  vile,  that  I  bad  rather  the  reader  fhould  be  ig« 
noranC  of  them,  dian  be  told  by  me.  He  who  has  a  mind 
may  read  Epiphanius  in  the  place  referred  to  at  the  bottom  of 
the  page  '•  I  will  only  obferve,  that  in  the  place  cited,  that 
Father  tells  us,  they  had  Apocryphal  books  which  fupported 
their  obfcene  doflrines ;  which  farther  confirms  my  conjec- 
ture about  the  contents  of  this  Gofpel.  It  appears  plainly  to 
be  Apocryphal,  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  VI.  VIII,  and  IX.  and 
Mr.  Du  Pin^  imagines,  it  was  the  fame  with  the  Gofpel  that 
was  made  ufe  of  by  the  Ebionites,  Bafilides,  and  Apelles ;  but 
however  juft  his  opinion  may  be,  as  to  the  two  latter  (though 
there  is  not,  nor  does  he  pretend  to  offer  any  reafon  for  it), 
yetfure  I  am,  he  muft  be  miftaken  as  to  the  former,  fince  the 
Ebionites  entertained  no  fuch  principles. 


•  Beref.  i6.'§.  5. 

^  Hift.  of  the  Canon,  vol. '2. 


c.  vi.  ^.  5.  p.  126. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP.     XXXVIII. 

The  Go/pel  of  Scythianus.  He  was  the  Author  of  the  Mam* 
ebean  Herefy.  The  Gofpel  of  the  Simonians.  The  Revi* 
lotion  of  Stephen. 

I 

Numb.  LVin.  The  GOSPEL  of  SCYTHIANUS. 

S. 

THIS  Gofpel  is  only  coniiderable,  becaufe  it  was  compofed 
by  him  who  was  the  fource  and  author  of  the*  Mani* 
chean  Hecefy :  it  is  mentioned, 

I.  By  Cyril  of  Jerufalem*. 

In  a  difcourfe  concerning  the  Herefy  of  the  Manichees ;  of 
which  and  its  rife  (feventy  years  before  his  writing),  as  alfo  its 
progrefs,  he  gives  a  very  particular  account;  he  aflerts  one 
Scythianus  to  have  been  the  firft  founder  of  the  fe£i;r 

SjcuS'iayoff  nq  Jy  iy  AJyui^Tw,*  There  was  a  certain  perfon 

2:«f«x»iyic  tl  y«yof,  oiih  KOi-  1"  Egypt  named  Scythianus, 

\       */           ^    >r  1  "     ^  by  nation  a  Saracen*  having 

y          \     XT               X  nothing  common  either  widi 

rvi^ii,®>.  ^  Ourcf  my    AXsg.  jj^;^^^     ^j^^^  j^^   y^^j  ^^ 

dyfgia^v  olKuVaf,  xal  roy  'A-  Alexandria,  and    conformed 

f  »roT£Xixoir  lAiiAfio-oiiAtyoq  |3ioy,  himfelf  to  the  rules  of  life  in 

T£<r<raga?     p/SA»ff    a-vyira^i^  the  Jri/iotelick  Pbilojiphy,  he 

piay  xaXspsvuv  EuayyfiXioi/,  8  compofed  four   books;   one 

X^irS    w^dl^eig   7!ri^Uxs<r»y,  ^^"ed  TJ^  G^/^^/,  not  con- 

^.^   «  .^      /        N  tainino:  any  account  of  the 

,      „                      ^  aftions  of  Chnft,  but  only 

y^S^^^*       •  taking  its  title  from  himj  &c. 

*  *  Catech.  vi.  c.  13. 
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2.  By  £piphanius\ 

'E»^  T8T0K  yaf  0  TD-f o«fu/x£vof     Such  were  the  opinions  of 

Scythianus,  who  was  infatu- 
ated in  his  judgment,  and 
borrowed  his  principles  from 
Pythagoras.  Befides,  he  com- 
pofed  four  books;  calling 
one,  The  Book  of  Myfteries ; 
the  fecond,  The  Book  of 
Principles;  the  third,  The 
Gofpel ;  the  fourth,  The  Book 
of  Trcafures;  in  which  he 
fuppofed  two  equal  princi- 
ples and  perfons  united,  in 
every  argument ;  and  by  thefe 
nQtions  the  wretch  thought 
he  had  made  fome  confident* 
ble  difcoveries  in  life;  but 
really  he  formed  that  which 
was  very  deftruftive  to  life, 
both  in  refpedt  of  himfelf  and 
thofe  who  are  deluded  into 
his  fcheme.   • 


yoiav,    AaScuv    iS'»^oi    Ilud'a- 

[Aioi  ovofAa.  3'i(Jt.tvog  Murnfiwi^, 
TjiT*j  EJayyiXts,  t?  TjrajTtj 


xas   rot  i<ropp07ra 


0VO    oco^cov 


cru^£u^«?  iffpiiTUfrx  xa3"  tx- 
Cfi^v  0  rcLxoL^y  xai  8r«c  ^carot 

t5tO  to   ]M.£fO?  I^«VT«^£T0,  W? 

T»  ju£ya  £Ufwv  tw  |3iw*  x<5ti 
Tu)  oi'Ti  ]EX.£ya  xaxoi/  fu^ocro 
Tcj)   ptw,xaO'  £auT8   xat   ruv 


There  is  not  any  thing  more  faid  of  this  Apocryphal  Gof- 
pel by  the  old  writers ;  nor  indeed  Is  there  any  need  of  it'to 
prove  it  Apocryphal :  he  who  will  confider  it  as  one  of  the 
firft  books  that  gave  birth  to  the  fentiments  of  the  Manichees^ 
and  knows  any  thing  of  that  monftrous  herefy,  will  eafily  be 
pcrfiiaded  to  look  upon  it  as  an  Apocryphal  book,  their  prin- 
ciples being  inconfldent  with  the  very  foundation  of  the> 
Chriflian  religion.  I  rejed  it  therefore  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  VI, 
VIII,  and  IX.  The  Manichees  had  fome  other  Gofpels,  of 
which  perhaps  I  fliall  fay  fomething  below.  Numb.  LXV, 

»  Haercf.  66.  §.  2, 


Vol.  I. 


Cc 


Numb' 


386  .      Thi  Ml  of  iiUucUsi  PAKJiu 

Numb.  LIX.    The  ACTS  of  the  APOSTLES  by 

SELEUCUS. 

SELEUCUS  (as  I  have  above  proved,  Chap.  XXI.)  was 
only  a  different  name  ifor  Leucius;  and  confequendj 
thefe  are  the  fame  A£ts  with  thofe  under  the  name  of  LeuciuS 
Charinus>  which  have  been  largely  confidered  in  that  place, 
and  proved  Apocryphad,  and  therefore  need  no  farther  difcuf- 
fion  here. 

Since  the  compiling  of  the  Catalogue  in  the  former  part  of 
this  work,  I  have  obferved  in  Dr.  Mill  an  account  of  the  Gof- 
pel  of  the  Shnoniam  ■,  as  mentioned  in  the  Jrabick  Preface 
to  the  Council  of  Nice^  which  is  in  Labbe*.  That  I  might 
not  omit  any  thing  of  this  fort,  I  here  give  the  reader  that 
learned  Doftor's  account  of  it.  7i^  Stmonians  (he  fuppofes) 
i.  e.  the  followers  of  Simon  Magus  j  forged  this  Gofpel^  which^ 
according  to  the  number  of  our  four  Gofpelsy  they  divided  into 
four  parts  j  and  at  length  about  the  time  of  Irenaus^  borrowing 
a  title  from  the  holy  Fathers  of  the  Churchy  who  wittily  concluded 
there  were  four  Gofpelsj  becaufe  there  were  four  regions  of  the 
worlds  (or  four  principal  winds  ^)  they  called  ity  The  Book  of 
the  four  Corners  or  Regions  of  the  World.  Agreeable  to  this 
we  read  in  the  book  called  He  Conflitutions  of  the  Apofiles  S 
that  Simon  and  Cleobius^  and  their  followers^  compiled  booh  un^ 
der  the  name  of  Chriji  and  of  his  difciples,  in  order  to  deceive^ 
i^c.    It  is  to  be  rejefted  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  and  VL 

Numb.  LX.    The  REVELATION  of  STEPHEN. 

I  HAVE  not  found  this  any  where  beildes  in  the  Decree 
of  Pope  Gclafius  thus  : 
I 

Revelatio,quaeappellaturSte-     The   Revelation  under    the 
phani,  Apocrypha.  name  of  Stephen  is  Apocry- 

phal. 
Apocryphal  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  and  VI. 

•  Prolegom.   in  Nov.  Teftam.      adv.  Haeref.  1.  3.  c.  11.  and  ri4i- 
§.  261 .  culed  by  TolaDd>  Amyntor.  p.  50, 

**  Tom.  2.ConciI.  p.  386.  51. 

*  This  we  meetwitn  in  Irensbus  ^  Lib.  6.  c.  i6. 

CHAP. 
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CHAP.    XXXIX. 

The  Go/pel  ofTatian.  It  was  a  compendious  Harmony  of  four 
Gojpels.  He  feems  to  have  made  life  of  the  Hebrew  Gofpel 
rfMattheWy  or  the  Gofpel  §fthe  Nazarenes.  This  proved 
by  feveral  Arguments.  The  Harmony  now  sxtant  among 
the  Orthodoxographa  is  not  this  old  one  of  Tatian.  An  Ac* 
count  of  Tatian,  his  Works  and  Principles.  The  Gofpel  of 
Thaddaus.  The  CathoUck  Epifile  of  TIjemifon  (mentioned 
by  Apollonius).,  He  was  a  Montanijly  and  lived  as  early  as 
Afontanus,  The  Time  of  the  Rife  of  Montanifm^  about  the 
rear  of  Chriji  CLXXIV.  An  Account  of  that  Herefy.  A 
Digrejfton  concerning  the  Agreement  of  the  Mahometan 
Scheme  with  that  of  the  Montanijis  and  Manichees^  Mr. 
Toland^s  Mlflake  in  this  Matter. 

Numb.  LXI.   The  GOSPEL  of  TATIAN, 

T. 

ALTHOUGH  feveral  antient  writers  make  mention  of  a 
work  of  Tatian,  relating  to  the  Gofpels  j  yet  I  have 
cited  none  of  them  befxdes  Eufebius  and  Epiphanius,  becaufe 
no  oiie  dfe  entitles  his  work  a  Gofpel.     It  is  firft  mentioned 

By  Eufebius*. 

XfiiifT^^  |K«v  Sy  2t«»  NifAtjd  xa,]  They  (the  Encratites  or  Se- 

n^a^raK,  h«J  EwayytXwi^,  verians)  do  make  ufe  of  th^ 

* »/      «  '  «     e  ^  Law  and  the  Prophets*  and 

s      r  -     A  the  Gofpels,  but  expound  the 

nx        -  \    »         facred   Scriptures   according 

^p8VTK '  ^1  nccvXov  Tj>v   A-     ^^  ^j^^j^  ^^^  fcntiments.  They 

iroroAov,  a^£TS(rii/  ^  aJrS  rag  fp^^j^  evil  of  the  Apoftle  Paul, 
IwifoXxgy  lAiiSs  rig  IIj <xg«j  and  rejeift  his  Epifles  j  nei- 
T«v  *A7rof6?^(iiy  xara^fj^o^ji/o*.     thcr  do  they  receive  the  ASIs 

*■  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  4.  c.  29. 

:  ^  C  c  2  of 


388.  A  Harmony  o/four  Go/pils.  part  il 

'O  fjLiy  roi  yt  tJ^oTs^of  ccvrSv  of  the  AfoJiUs.  The  firft  au- 
ccpx'nyo;  0  Txrixvo^j  avyi-  thor  of  their  fcft  was  Tadan, 
(pHoiv  r,yx  Kal  <rw«ya>y^\  aJx     .^ho  made  /  know  not  what 

rt.1./  -   tr »         .  /  fort  of  a  Harmons  of  the  Gof- 

ciO  ijTT^f  rcov  bvayyiXiwy  <rvv~     ■',•',      ,.   1  .     ;io    •>  r  . 
Q^  >        X    .  s  ,  «        peis^  and  called  it,  TS^  Gojpil 

•  ,  ^    *  ^  ^     ^we  Four;  which  is  even  to 

tirfo<r»v6/^«m,  i   )c«»   Tirafoi     this  day  in  the  hands  of  fomc. 

By  Epiphanius '. 

AiyiTcu   ii  ri   Aa  ricffoifuy     They  (ay,  that  the  Go/pel  of 

Eu«yytA**ov  uV  auT«  yWiviJo-     '*'  -P^?^''  was  made  by  him 

^a^yiyfig  Ko^ri  'BCfwW  Ti.     (v'*-   Tatian),  which  fome 
X        ^-^  call.  The  Gofpel  according 

to  the  Hebrews. 

From  both  thefe  places  it  is  evident,  that  this  pompofure  of 
Tatian  was  no  other  than  a  Harmony  of  four  Gofpels^  it 
feems  to  have  been  a  fort  of  epitome  of  the  whole  hiftory  that 
is  in  our  four  Gofpelsj  for  Theodoret,  a  bifliop  of  CypnisS 
tells  us,  that  many^  not  only  of  the  impious  Ji^  that  followed  Ta- 
tian,  but  of  the  orthodox  ChriJiianS  (rir  jriq  ^vrSixu*  n»n»fyiat  it 
ly»ft;x«Ti;,  «^'  dirXcv^i^ov  uq  ovrrofjM  tu  ^tCxiu  ^(^ffaiAtffn)   not  pir* 

ceiving  the  craft  intended  in  the  compofure^  innocently  made  ufe 
.  of  it  as  a  more  compendious  volume.  This  is  fufficient  intinoa* 
tion  to  us,  that  there  were  in  the  work  fome  heretical  opi- 
nions, or  at  leaft  what  that  Biftiop  thought  fuch.  Thefe,  if  I 
may  conjefture,  feem  to  have  been  fome  paflages  or  hiftories 
taken  out  of  the  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes  or  Hebrews  5  which 
I  fuppofe  Tatian  made  ufe  of  in  compiling  his  Harmony,  as 
much  or  perhaps  more  than  the  Greek  copies  of  St.  Matthew; 
and  this  I  am  inclined  to  think ; 

I.  Becaufe  Epiphanrus  aflures  us,  This  work  of  Tatian  was 
called  by  fome  The  Gofpel  of  the  Hebrews ;  and  this  cannot  be 
fuppofed^to  have  happened  from  any  other  taufe  more  probable* 

*  Hjeref.  46.  §.  i.  *  Hjcrct,  FabuL  lib,  i.  cap.  ao. 

I  know 
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I  know  indeed  ValefiusS  and  after  htm  Mr.  Fabrttius^,  boldly 
afierts,  diat  Epiphanius  was  mjiakeny  at  Uaji  that  thofe  he 
fptaks  of  were  mijiakeny  who  /aid  that  it  was  called  Xhe  Gof- 
pel  of  the  Hebrews ;  and  the  realbn  Valefius  ofFers  is,  that /£/ 
Gofptl  of  the  Hebretus  was  much  older  than  Tatian.  But  no- 
thing can  be  more  weak  than  this*  Does  it  follow^  that  be- 
caufe  the  Goipel  <^  the  Hebrews  was  before  the  time  of  Ta- 
tian,  that  therefore  upon  Tatian's  making  ufe  of  it,  and  trans- 
lating a  good  part  of  it  into  his  Harmony,  his  work  could  not 
be  called  by  that  name?  On  die  contrary,  nothing  is  more 
probable^  than  that  his.  work  fhould  be  thu&  called,  upon  that 
fuppofition. 

2.^  I  argue  it  farther  as  probable,  that  Tatian  made  uie  of 
the  Hebrew  Goipel,.  becaufe  as  the  Geneahgy  wa^  omitted  in 
that  (fee  above.  Chap,  XXV*  Numb.  11.)  fo  alfi  it  was  in 
the  Gofpel  of  Tatian,  as  is  exprefsly  teftified  by  Theodoret 
in  the  pkice  now  cited*. 

3*  Tatian  waibyr  birth  a  Syrianyfirji  Jprectd  hit^  notions  in 
Mefopotanua  ^,  and  con&quently  well  knowing,  and  probably 
:well  acquainted  with  the  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes^  as  well 
knowing  the  language  of  it,  and  probably  himfelf  one  of  that 
feft. 

4»  AmbroTe,  in  a  pafiage  wherein  he  undoubtedly  refers  to 
this  Gofpel  of  Tatian-^  intimates,  that  it  contained  feveral  here* 
iical  and  impious  things :  many,  (ays  he^  have  ji^pibled  into 
one  book  thofe  things  out  of  the  four  Gofpels,  which  they 
found  agreeable  to  their  malignant  principles  "^^ 

If  this  account  be  true,  we  are  to  conclude  it  Apocrypha^ 
by  the  iame  arguments  (at  lead  many  of  them)  as  thofe  by 
which  I  proved  the  Hebrew  Gofpel  of  the  Ebionites  to  be  fo 
above,  Chap.  XXIX.  If  it  be  not  true,  then  it  is  only  to  be 
looked  upon  as  a  compofure  out  of  pur  prefent  Go^k.. 

There  is  indeed  now  extant  among  the  Ortbodoxographa  a 

*  Annot.  in  Eufeb.  Hift.  Eccl.  the  end  of  lus  Qratio  ad  Graecos, 

1.4.0.29.  at  the  end  of  Juftin  Maityr^  worki, 

*"    Cgd.   Apoe.  Nov.  Teftam.  and  Epiphan^  Hatref*  4^6.  §.2.' 

par.  I .  p.  349.  ^  Coxnmeat,  in  LuCa  x« 

c  See  what  he  iaith  of  himfelf  in 

C  c  3  Harmonf 


^An  Accattnt  rfTatiim.  Y  art  ix. 

Harmony  afcribed  to  Tatiati ;  but,  as  has  been  wdl  obfenred 
by  feveral  learned  m«i  (Valefius*,  Fabridus'',  Dr.MiBS 
and  others),  4>  cannot  he  thsfamt  with  this,  which  we  are  now 
£ifcuffing,  becaufe  it  hath  the  Genealogy  in  it,  which  this  had 
ficttj  as  appears  from  what  is  above  faid.  I  fball  conclude 
this  fe&ion  with  fome  account  of  Tatian.  He  was^  after 
having  made  a  amjiderahk  figure  as  a  tutor  of  Oratory^  a  dif- 
^ipk  of  'Juftin  Martyr^  ctmtinmng  an  cmameut  to  the  Church 
while  hi  livddj  hut  afterwards  he  fell  into  herefy ;  he  wrote  a 
prodigious  mimber  of  hooksy  of  which  the  nafi  valuaUe  one  is 
now  extanty  viz.  that  againft  the  Gentiles  at  the  end  ef 
fuftin  Martyr^ s  works. 

Iremeus'  aridEpi^sanius^  add  fome  account  of  his  princi- 
ples, as  that  he  coincided  with  the  Valmtinian  do&rine  <f  the 
MoneSf  denied  the  fuhatton  ofAdam^  held  all  forts  of  marriage 
unlawful^  and  as  criminal  as  adultery.  He  is  reported  to  have 
adulterated  St,  PauPs  Epiflles  by  changing  their  phrafitohgyU 
He  lived  in  the  time  of  Marcus  Antoninus  Verus,  and  Lu* 
cius  Commodus^;  but  a  more  parttcolar  account  of  his  ^e 
may  be  feen  in  Mr.  JDodwell's  Diflertadon  on  Irenacus,  iv. 

S'  3^  33- 


Numb.  LXII.    The  GOSPEL  of  THADD^US. 


o 


F  thi^  I  know  no  more  than  that  it  is  mentioned  by 
Pope  Gelafius  in  his  Decree  thus: 


^jvangellum  nomine  Thad-  The  Goipel  under  the  name 
daei  Apoftoli  Apocryphura.  of  Thaddaeus  the  Apoftle  is 
*  Apocryphal. 

To  be  rejefted  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  ajad  VI. 


*  Loc.  jam  cit.  •  Haeref.  46.  §.  a,  3. 

b  Lib.  cit.  p.  378.  '  Eufeb.Hift.E^cl.lib'.4-c-»9- 

^  Prolegom.   in  Nov.   Teltam.  ^    «    Hiferonym.    Catalog.    Viror. 

§,351.  illuftr.  in  Tatiano. 
•*  Adv.  Haeref.  1.  J .  c.  3 1 .  et  3 . 39. 


Numb. 


ClAPkX^XlX. 


Thi  Bpiftlf  of  Thmifini 


39» 


Hm9h.  LXIIJ.   The  CATHOLICK  EPISTLE  of. 

THEMISON. 

THE  Mpntanift$,  though  a  very  confiderable  k&^  do  not 
feem  to  have  feigned  many  books  for  the  fupport  of 
tb^ir  do6lrines.  ApoUoniu$,  who  wrote  againft  them,  as  he 
lays,  juft  forty  years  after  their  rife,  viz.  about  thp  year  of 
Cbrifi:  CCXIV,  mentions  a  compofure  of  Themifon,  one  of 
their  confefiors,  refembling  the  Apoftles.    His  words  are. 


En    S\    xai    @f|txi(rci;)/    o    rmv 

ifjitcXcy^a^  TO  (TijjMerov,  dxXci 
TT^PiSra  ^fi[A»rav  dwo^ifAtvoq 
rci  iecfAd*  Hoy  itn  rina  r»^ 
ir€tv9^^omvy  tag  ^ajTu?  x«u- 
^oofjiBvogy  iriXfjintri  iAi(ji,^{M£vog 
rov  ^ATToroXov^  >ca9"oXixiiP  rivx 
cvvrx^ocfAfyoq  iTriToXnvy  Jcarti- 
^sTv  fjtiv  rsg  a/ABtvoy  arlra 
'WffTiriVKorocg*  irvyaytayi^ia'' 
S'tfi  it  Tor^r    riig    7uyofm»g 

Kufjoy  x«l  rig  *A7^og•oX^g 
TiXh  Tiiv  ctyi»y  'ExxXykt^oii/. 


But  Themifon,  who  was  moft 
excefSvely  covetous,  had  not 
the  evidences  of  having  been 
a  martyr,  but  by  the  abun- 
dance of  his  money  purchafed 
immunity.  And  when  upon 
that  account  I\e  ought  rather 
to  have  been  humble,  he  ex- 
alted himfelf  as  a  martyr,  and 
was  fo  impudent  as  to  imitate 
the  Apoftle^  and  to  compofe  a 
certain  Catholick  Epijlle^  pre- 
tending thereby  to  give  in- 
ftrudlion  to  thofe,  who  were 
better  Chriftians  than  him- 
felf, and  contending  for  the 
ridiculous  doSirine  oftheMon* 
tanijlsy  and  /peaking  evil  of 
our  Lord  and  his  Apoflksj 
and  the  Holy  Church  *. 


This  'book  appears  not  only  by  its  pompous  title,  but  the 
whole  defign  of  it,  to  have  pretended  to  infpiration^  which  was 
at  that  time  the  great  fupport  of  the  Montanift  herefy.  Of 
this  Themifon,  its  author,  I  find  no  mention  befides  in  this 
place  of  Eufebius.     He  lived  very  near,  if  not  in  the  time  of 


«  Eufcb.  Hift.  Ecclef.  lib.  5.  c.  x8. 

Cc4 


Montanus 


m 


The  Rife  of  the  Mmtanijls. 


r  ART  lu 


Montanus  (viz.  the  year  of  Chrift  CLXXIV.  according  to 
the  Chronicon  of  Eufebius),  becaufe  Apollonius>  who  wrote 
againft  the  Montanifts,  and  againft  Themifon,  wrote  his  book 
but  forty  years  after  the  Montanift  hercfy  firft  began  (as 
himfelf  lays*).    Befides,  it  feems  very  probable  (as  Valefius 
has  well  obferved  **)  from  fevcral  parts  of  this  fragment  of 
Apollonius,  that  he  wrote  againft  the  Montanifts,  while  Mon- 
tanus and  his  mad  prophets  were  yet  alive ;  nor  does  his  fay- 
ing he  wrote  forty  years  after  the  rife  of  the  Montanifts  at  all 
contradict  this ;  for  if  we  fuppofe  Montanus  to  have  been 
about  thirty  years  old,  when  he  began  his  herefy,  he  would 
not  have  been  above  feventy,  when  Apollonius  wrote  againft 
him;    from  which  it  is  evident,  this  catholick  Epiftle  was 
forged  in  imitation  of  the  Apoftles,  at  the  rife  of  Montanffm, 
confequently,  as  Apollonius  fays,  to  fupport  that  ridiculous 
fcheme^  and  therefore  a  book  falfely  pretending  to  inspiration. 
So  that  however  this  Epiftle  was  efteemed  by  the  Chriftians 
of  that  k&y  it  muft  certainly  be  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  IV,  V, 
and  VI.  as  alfo  by  Prop.  VIII.  as  containing  things  contrary 
to  known  truths^  and  deJiruSiive  of  the  firj}  principles  of  Chrijl" 
ianiiy ;  as  will  appear  to  any  one  who  will  be  at  the  pains  to 
read  the  account  given  of  this  k&  by  ApoUinsiris  Hierapoli- 
tanus  %  Apollonius  *,  Serapion^  Epiphanius  *",  and  many  others 
of  the  anticnts ;  and  to  thofe  who  will  not,  if  they  confider 
that  Montanus  pretended  to  deal  much  with  a  daemon y  by  whofe 
influence  he  fell  into  fir ange  ecj^atick  fits  andraptureSy  which  he 
afterwards  communicated  to  two  fhe^prophets^  whoy  as  all  bis 


*  Apiid  Eufeb.  loc.  cit. 
'  **  Annot.  in  loc.  cit.  Eufeb.  I 
obferve,  that  Epiphaniqs,  ^xpofing 
the  Montanifts,  becaufe  their  pre- 
tended prophecies  were  not  accom- 
pliihed,  (Hser.  48.  ^.  2.)  adds,  that 
from  the  time  of  their  being  gi'ven 
cut  to  the  time  of  bis  twriti/ig,  tjuhicb, 
jays  he,  was  in  the  tweitth  year  of 
Valentinian  and  Gratian,  tbere  had 
paffsd  trn  ixr'ktUo  h  ikaa-coa  ^(axo^-ta  Iv- 
MvnxoyrA,  I.  e.  about  1^0  years:  but 
in  this  either  Epiphanius  was  mif- 
taken,  or  his  copies  are  corrupt; 
for  the  twelfth  year  of  Valentinian 


anfwerlng  to  the  year  CCCLXXV 
of  Chriit,  and  the  Montanift  herefy 
not  arifing  till  the  year  CLXXIV, 
there  could  at  moft  be,  between  the 
birth  of  this  herefy  and  his  writ- 
ing, but  201  years ;  and  therefore 
I  llippoie  fonie  fault  to  have  hap- 
pened through  the  careleflhefs  o( 
Ibmc  fgribe  in  Epiphanivs. 

«  Apud  Euicb,  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  5. 
c.  16.  " 

<i  Apud  Eufeb.  1.  5,  c.  i8, 

*  Apud  eur.d.  1.  5.  c.  19. 

^  Haeref.  ^8. 


folloWi 


en 
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foUoweri  taught  by  him^^ackfunvledged  him  to  be  thi  Pafackte^ 
or  Comforter,  promifed  by  our  Saviour.  (John  xiv..  i6.)  In 
this  he  was  followed  by  Terebinthus,  afterwards  called  Manes^ 
the  head  or  father  of  the  Manichees,  who  called  himfelf  the 
Paraclete  promifed  by  our  Saviour,  as  St.  Cyril  %  Epiphanius^^ 
and  many  others  aflure  us  i  and  this  I  mention  by  the  by,  to 
propofe,  for  farther  difcuffion,  an  opinion  which  I  have  long 
had,  that  the  H^ahometan  fcheme  was  very  much  founded  upon^ 
or  gathered  from^  the  impious^  ridiculous  tenets  of  the  Monta^ 
nijfsy  or  ManicheeSf  or  both ;  feeing  it  is  a  thing  certain  and 
well  known,  that  Mahomet's  followers,  among  other  titles^ 
give  him  that  of  Paraclete^  which  is  the  Greek  word  ufed  by 
St.  John  for  the  Comforter,  made  Arabick,  as  Dean  Prideaux 
has  well  obferved  %  and  not  taken  from  any  word  in  that  lan^- 
gtsage^  which  fignifies  femous,  or  illuflrious,  as  Mr*  Toland, 
with  as  much  ignorance  as  malice,  fuggefts  ^  It  is  true,  the 
Mahometans  pretend,  that  the  very  name  of  Mahomet^  both 
here,  and  in  other  places  of  the  Gofpel,  was  exprefsly  mention^ 
ed^  but  that  the  Chri/Hans^  out  of  malice,  have  blotted  it  outj 
and  corrupted  thofe  holy  writings ;  and  that  at  Paris  there  is  d 
copy  of  thefe  Gofpelsy  without  thefe  corruptions^  in  which  the 
coming  of  Mahomet  is  foretold  in  fever  al  places,  with  his  name 
exprefsly  mentioned  in  them^:  but  nothing  can  be  more  ridi- 
culous than  Mr.  Toland's  account  of  this  matter,  viz.  that 
the  Mahometans  maintain  that  the  original  was  Periclyte,  fig- 
nifying  famous^  i.  e.  in  Arabick,  Mohammed^  and  not  Para» 
clete  \  for  befidcs,  that  there  is  no  word  like  that  in  Arabick, 
which  .fignifies  famous.,  and  anfwers  to  *  Mohammed  (which 
Dr.  Mangey  challenges  him  to  proved  and  he  durfl:  not  at- 
tempt, but  intolerably  fhuffles  over  in  his  anfwer  ^),  the  i^Bi  is 
notorioufly  &Ife ;  the  Mahometans,  as  has  been  faid,  laying 
their  charge,  in  this  refpe£l,  in  another  and  more  confiilent 
manner,  than  he,  with  all  his  fkill,  was  able  to  do  for  them. 

»  Catech.  vi.  c.  14.  Mahomet)  in  the  end, 

b  Haeref.  66.  §.  12.  ^  Remarks  on  Nazarenus,  c.  6. 

«  Life  of  Mahomet,  in  the  end.  p- 35' 

**  Nazaren.  p.  13.  s  Mangoneutes,  p.  18 1. 

'  See  Dean  Piideaujc's  Life  of 

But 
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But  though  Mr.  Toland  be  fo  wretchedly  miftalcen  here,  yet 
he  again  repeats  his  invidious  infinuation,  p.  i6«  The  Mi^uL 
mans  accufe  our  Gojpels  cfcarruptidn  in  the  i6tb  and  Tlbtb 
Virjes  of  the  fourteenth  chapter  of  John,  But  why  Gofpels  f 
as  though  the  accufation  extended  to  all  the  four ;  when  it 
only,  at  moft,  afieds  the  Gofpel  of  John  ?  The  bSt  in  (hort 
is  no  more  than  this.  Mahomet  in  ^efixty^firfi  chapter  of  Vxi 
Akoran  hath  thefe  words  :  ^  Remember  that  Jefus  thefon  rf 
**  Maryfaidto  the  children  of  Ifrael :  I  am  the  mejfenger  if 
*^  Ged\  he  hath  fint  me  to  confirm  the  Old  Tefiament^  and  to 
^<  declare  unto  you ^  that  there  fiall  come  after  me  a  propbety 
^^  whefe  name  Jhallhe  Mahomet**  On  this  account  his  fol- 
lowers found  it  necefTary  to  charge  corruption  on  our  Gof- 
pels in  the  manner  abovefaid  a. 

I  hope  this  digreffion  may  not  be  unferviceable,  nor  the 
hint  above-mentioned  of  the  agreement  between  the  Maho- 
metans and  Montanifts. 


CHAP.    XL- 

The  A^i  of  Thomas.  Not  the  fame  with  thofe  made  by  Leucius 
Cbarinus^  but  much  older.  A  Manufcript  in  the  French 
King^s  Library  under  the  Title  of  the  ASis  of  Thomas.  An» 
other  under  the  fame  Title  in  the  Bodleian  at  Oxford.  The 
Gofpel  of  Thomas.  There  were  undoubtedly  two  Gojpels  under 
this  Name.  The  Revelation  of  Thomas.  Books  under  bis 
Name* 


Numb.  LXIV.    The  ACTS  of  THOMAS. 

THESE  Apocryphal  Afts  are  mentioned  by  feveral  of  the 
antients,  particularly, 

*  Thus  well  reafous  the  learned  Dean  In  the  place  ^ed. 

I.  Bf 


CHAP,  xu  *  The  ASls  of  Tbemas.  ^95 

!•  By  Epiphanius  *. 

KfiXftii/lat  ii  ygoc^of^q  xirf «to-     They,   /.  e.   the  Encratites, 

TuV«?  rmg  MyofAiycug  AyigU     principally  make  ufc  of  thofe 

\  •t    '      TT    '>•  ^  /a         Scriptures,  which  are  called, 

^    ,       ^  ,  ,  ^  The  J£is  of  Andrew  and  john^ 

•     '  *  ^  '  and  Thomas^  znd  fome  other 

Apocryphal  Books j  &c« 

2.  By  the  lame  **• 
OuT«i    it    TalV     AeyopmK     They,  /.  e.  the  Apoftolicks, 
DfaVik  'Avi^U  T«  x«J  e«-     chiefly    depend    upon    thofe 
-     1  — ^,- ^   2—— .'Ju.-.-..       Scriptures  which  were  called 

/            ,     ,           «  The  ASfs  of  Andrew  ztA  Tho-- 

iBr«rr0ra^iir  aAAor^»G»  T8  X0(*  ,     -^  ,       -^       .      ^ 

^                      ^  c    ,  w^^>  altogether  departing  from 

viy^rn  "txxXtj^iorwB  utr«f-  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^^  C»«rci&. 

3.  By  Athanafius '. 
Ta  Tiic  yU<;  SioAfim^:  «Wi-     The  Apocryphal  Books  of  the 
MyifAByoc  TQcZrccy  Tffsgtoioi  ni'     New  Teftament  are   thefe, 

T«i,  urM,  'luiduuHy  ixrMi      ^^'  ^^'  'f^'^'^^  ^*^  ^^^  ?^ 
>^      ^    «  y<?A«,  The  Afts  of  Thomas, 

'*  *        *  &c. 

4.  By  Gelafius  in  his  Decree. 

ASus  nomine  Thomae  Apof-     The  A5ts  under  the  name  of 
toli  Apocryphi,  Thomas  the  Apoftle  are  Apo- 

cryphal. 

Ther/s  appears  no  finall  dLGculty  in  determining  exa^ly 
concerning  thefe  K8t&*  It  is  certain  that  there  wasa  book  of 
Aiis  of  the  Apoftlesy  of  which  I  have  above  treated,  Chap^ 
XXI.  compofed  by  Leucius  Charinus,  containing  the  A6ls 
not  only  of  Peter,  John,  Andrew,  and  Paul,  but  alfo  of  Tho» 
mas ;  and  hence  Mr.  Fabritius  ^^  Dr  Mill  %  &c.  have  thought 


»  Haref.  47.  $.1.  *  Cod.   Apocr.  Nov.  Tcftara. 

^  Haeref.  61.  §•  x*  '  torn;  2.  p.  823. 
•  In  Synopf.  vei*fus  fin.     See  the  *  Prolegom,    in  Nov.  Tcftam. 

place  at  large  aboye^  Chap.  XXI.  §•  33^* 

the 
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the  Acls  0/  Thomas^  >yhcrcv<jr  tjjcy  arc  mentioned,  to  be  the 
fame  book ;  but  herein  I  fuppofe  they  are  tniftaken,  becaufe 
thefe  A^s  0/ Thomas  are  mentioned  by  Epiphanius,  as  being 
ufed  hyfomefe^s  of  the  GnoJIicks^  viz.  the  Encratites  andApof^ 
tolicisy  who  arofe  from  Tatian  in  the  fecond  century^  even  be- 
fore Irenzus,  and  confequently  long  before  the  time  of  Leucius,, 
who  lived  (as  has  been  proved)  in  the  latter  end  of  the  thirds 
or  beginning  of  the  fourth  century.  And  though  I  have  above 
faid.  Chap.  V.  Numb.  i.  that  it  is  probable  the  Encratites  and 
Manicbees  made  vfe.  of  the  fame  A£fSy  whence  it  would  fcem 
to  follow,  that  they  were  the  fame  with  thofe  made  by  Leu- 
cius,  becaufe  his  were  in  great  requeit  among  the  Mantchees ; 
yet  this  difficulty  is  eafily  anfwered,  by  fuppoftng  that  Leu- 
cius,  who  vras  a  Manichee,  didyS  largely  interpolate  them,  or  jo 
much  alter  tbem^  that  they  were  afterwards  called  by  his  name. 
They  are  however  plainly  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  and 
VI.  There  are  inAetAfosne  large  accounts  of  Thomas  in  Au- 
Jlin's  works  %  which  are  thought  to  be  taken  out  of  thefe 
A£ls;  but  inafmuch  as  thefe  Afls  are  not  exprefsly  men- 
tioned, they  do  not  properly  fall  under  my  confideration ;  but 
may  perhaps  be  produced  in  a  more  convenient  place  rn  die 
next  volume,  where  I  fhall  confider  thefe  A£ts  as  a  book  now 
extant,  feeing  Father  Simon  affirms,  there  is  fuch  a  book  in 
the  French  King's  Library,  and  Dr»  Grabe  H  (ays  that  he  met 
with  it  in  our  Bodleian* 

Numb.  LXV.    The  GOSPEL  of  THOMAS. 

THERE  IS  at  this  day  extant  a  Gofpel  under  the  name  of 
Thomas^  otherwife  intitled  The  Gofpel  of  the  Infancy  of 
our  Saviour y  which  I  fhall  in  the  next  part  of  this  work  in- 
fert  J  but  It  being  very  uncertain  whether  it  be  the  fame  with 
this  antient  one,  I  (hall  here  produce  the  places  where  this  is 
mentioned  within  my  time,  without  any  regard  to  that.  It  is 
mentioned, 

*  Lib.  adv.  Adimatit.  Manich.      lib.  ii.  c.  79. 
t.  6.  c.  17.  contr.  Fauft.  Manich»  ^  Spicileg.  Patr.  t.  i^  p.  324. 

1.  By 
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I.  By  Origen^ 


Hcclefla  quatuor  habet  Evan- 
gelia,  Herefes  plurima ;  ■ 
Scio  Evangeliuni)  quod  ap- 
pellalur  Secundum  Thotnam, 
&c« 


The   Church   receives   only 
four  Gofpels,  the  Hereticks 

have  many ; 1  know  one 

intitled,  The  Gofpel  of  Tho^ 


2.  By  Eufebius^ 
*'ly  uiivm  fj^ei/Afv— Tflic  wo-     That  we  may  know  the  books 


publiflicd  by   the    Hereticks 
under   the  Apoftles'    names, 
fuch  as  the  Gofpels  of  Petcr^ 
Thomasy  &c. 


tag  IliTf 8  xai  0«jt*a— -Euay- 
yiXiot,  &C. 

3,  By  Cyrils 

After  having  given  a  complete  catalogue  of  the  Books  of 
the  Old  Teftament,  and  of  the  New,  which  is  exadlly 
agreeable  to  our  prefent  Canon,  except  that  the  Reve- 
lation is  omitted,  he  addsj 


Ttj;   Si/K»ivri;  iiccS'nycriq    rot, 
rifr<r^px    EvxyUXiot'     ra,    Si 

aoLi  }AoL\f\you<ii  yuKToi  StofMiv 


There  are  but  four  Gofpels 
belonging  to  the  New  Tefta- 
ment ;  the  reft  are  falfely  fo 
called,  and  hurtful.  The  Ma^ 
nichees  alfo  have  wrote  a 
Gofpel  according  to  Thomas, 
which  pafftng  under  the  fpe- 
cious  title  of  a  Gofpel^  corrupts 
the  minds  of  the  weaker  (Cbrif 
tians). 


4.  By  the  fame  **. 
yiniiig  avayti/wff-xiTW  to  xara     Let  no  one  read  the  Gofpel 
GtcfAZv  Euay^AioV  a  yojf  ifiy     according  to  Thomas;  for  it  is 


*  Homil.  in  Luc.  i.  See  the 
place  at  large  above,  Chap.  VII. 
Numb.  v.. 

^  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  3.  c.  25,     See 


thepaffage  at  large  above,  Chap. 
XXI. 

«  Catech.  IV,  c.  22. 

^  Catcch.  VI.  c.  18. 

not 
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not  the  Gofpel  of  one  of  the 
Twelve  Apoftles,  but  one  of 
the  three  wicked  Difciples 
of  Manes  (whole  name  was 
Thomas). 


5*  By  Ambrofe  k 

/ 

Multi  Evangelia  fcribere  co-     Many  have  attempted  to  write 


nati  funt,  quae  boni  Numu- 

larii  non  probaverunt 

Fertur  Evangelium,  quod 
fcribitur  Secundum  Thomam, 
&c. 


Gofpels,  which  the  Catho* 
lick  Church  has  not  ap- 
proved——There  is  one 
fpread  abroad,  which  is  in* 
titled  7i€  Gofptl  according  to 
Thomasm 


6.  By  Athanafius  b. 
•r«  w  vi»i  tJia^iixtj?  aW»-     The  Apocryphal  Books  of the 


ycXiop  xam  OufAX,  &C. 


7.  By 

Plures  fuIfTe  qui  Evangelia 
fcripferunt,  Lucas  Evange* 
lifta  teftatur,  dicens.  Quo* 
niam  quidem  multi,  &c.  quae 
a  diverfis  au£loribus  edita  di- 
verfarum  haerefe^n  fuere  prin- 
cipia,  ut  ell  illud  juxta  ^gyp- 
tios  et.  Thomam,  &c. 


New  Teftament  are  thefe-— 
The  Gojpfl  of  Tbomasy  &c. 

Jerome  •• 

Luie  the  Evangeltft  allures 
us,  there  were  many  who 
wrote  Gofpeh  (ch.  i.  i  •)  which 
being  publifbed  by  various 
authors  gave  birth  to  various 
herefies  \  fuch  is  that  Accord^ 
ing  to  the  Egyptians  and  Tba^ 
mas^  &c. 


8.  By  Gelafius  in  his  Decree. 

Evangelium  nomine  Thomae  The  Gofpel  under  the  name 
Apoftoli,  quo  utuntur  Mani-  of  Thomas  the  Apoftle,  which 
Chaei,  Apocryphum.  the  Manichees  ufe,  is  Apo- 

cryphal. 


*  Comment,  in  Luc.  i.  Set  the 
palTage  at  large,  Chap.VII.  Numb. 
V. 

^  In  Synopf*    See  the  paflkge  at 


large  above.  Chap.  XXL 

c  Pnefat.  in  Comment,  in  Mattb. 
See  the  place  at  large  above,  ChajK 
VU.  Numb.  IV. 

I  need 
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I  need  fay  no  more  of  t}iU  book,  than  that  it  appears, 
plainly  to  have  been  a  fpurious  piece,  compofed  by  the  Here« 
ticksy  and  Apocryphal  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  VI ;  only  I  muft  ob« 
fcrve,  that  the  Go/pel  of  Thomas^  of  which  Cyril  fpeaks,  com-* 
pofed  by  Thomas,  one  of  the  followers  of  Manes,  the  head  of 
the  Manichees,  could  not  poffibly  be  the  fame  with  that  men- 
tioned by  Origen,  and  perhaps  moft  of  the  other  writers,  ex- 
cept Gelafius  ;  becaufe  Origen  lived  a  confiderable  time  be- 
fore the  Manichean  herefy,  or  even  Manes  himfelf  was  known 
in  the  world :  this  being  not  till  the  latter  end  of  the  third 
century^  viz.  till  the  time  of  Aurelius  Probus,  or  Dioclefian 
(as  1  have  above  obferved,  Chap.  XXI.),  whereas  Origen 
lived  in  the  beginning  of  it. 

Numb.  LXVI.  The  REVELATION  of  THOMAS. 


It  is 


only  mentioned  by  Gelafms  in  his  Decree. 


Revelatio,  quae  appellatur  The  Revelation,  which  is 
Thomae  Apoftoli,  Apocry-  afcribed  to  Thomas  the  ApoC* 
pha.  tie,  is  Apocryphal. 

To  be  rejefted  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  arrf  VL 

« 

Numb.  LXVII.  BOOKS  under  the  NAME  of 

THOMAS. 

By  Innocent  I.  a 
Caetera,    quae    fub    noiiiine     The  other  books  under  the 

Matth*i et    fub  nomine     name  of  Matthew— —or  the 

Thomae non  folum  repu-     name  of  Thomas, ^know, 

dianda,  verum  etiam  noveris  that  they  are  not  only  to  be 
efie  damnanda.  rejected,  but  condemned. 

It  is  not  very  certain  what  books  under  this  Apoftle*s  nam^ 
this  Pope  here  defigned  to  condenm }  it  is  probable  they  were 


■  In  Decrct.  fiveEpift/3;  ad  Exuper.  Eplfcop.  Tolof.  c,  7. 

not 
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not  the  ASIs^  bccaufe  he  would  have  attributed  them  to  Lcu- 
cius,  whom  he  juft  before  refers  to,  as  the  author  of  fpurious 
aSs  under  the  names  of  Peter  and  John,  and  others,  as  has 
been  proved,  Chap.  XXI.  I  fuppofe  therefore  he  rather  in- 
tended the  Gofpcl  of  Thomas. 


CHAP-    XLI. 

The  Go/pel  of  Truth,  a  Forgery  Qfthe  Valeriiinians,     Some  Ac- 
count of  Falentinus.     A  Gofpel  under  his  t^ame. 


Numb.  LXVIII.  The  G  O  S  P  E  L  of  TRUTH. 

THIS  book  was  undoubtedly  a  compofure  of  the  fecond 
century,  and  very  early  therein  it  is  mentioned  by  Ire- 

n^eus  *  thus  :    .    . 


His  igitur  fie  fe  habentibus, 
vani  omnes  et  indofti,  et  in- 
fuper  audaces,  qui  fruftrantur 
fpeciem  Evang^lii  \  et  vel 
plures  quam  di(Slae  funt,  vel 
rurfus  pauciores  inferunt  per- 

fonas  Evangelii Hi  vero 

qui  funt  a  Valentino,  iterum 
exiftentes  extra  omncm  timo- 
rem,  fuas  confcriptiones  pro- 
ferentes,  plura  habere  glori- 
antur,  quam  fint  ipfa  Evan- 
gelia;  fiquidem  in  tantum 
procefleruntaudacix,ut!  quod 
ab  his  non  olim  confcriptum 
eft,  Veritatis  Evangelium  ti- 


»  Adverf.  Haeref.  1.  3.  c.  11.  ad 


nn. 


^  This  paffage  is'^pt  intelligible. 


Seeing  thefe  things  are  fo 
(viz.  that  there  are  but  four 
Gofpels),  it  follows,  that  they 
are  all  filly  and'  ignorant,  as 
well  as  impudent,  who  attempt 
to  make  any  alteration  in  the 
Gofpels,  and  make  the  au- 
thors of  the  Gofpels  to  be 
either  more  or  fewer  (than 
four).  But  the  Volenti nians, 
without  any  modefty,  pro- 
ducing fome  writings  of  their 
own,  boaft  that  they  have 
more  than  the  (four)  Gof- 
pels ;  for  they  have  been  (o 
very  impudent,  that  they  have 

without  confitlering  his  preceding 
allegory  of  the  tour  Golpels,  dxA 
four  aiiinals. 

*  intitled 


CHAP.  XLI. 


The  Gofpel 


tulent,  in  nihilo  conveniens 
Apoftolorum  Evangeliis,  ut 
nee  Evangelium  quidem  fit 
apud  eos  fine  blafphemia.  Si 
enim,  quod  ab  iis  profertur, 
Veritatis  eft  Evangelium,  dif- 
fimile  eft  autem  hoc  illis,  quae 
ab  Apoftolis  nobis  tradita 
funt ;  qui  volunt  poflunt  dif- 
cerCj  quem^dmodum  ex  ipfis 
Scripturisoftenditur,  jam  non 
efle  id  quod  ab  Apoftolis  tra- 
ditum  eft  Veritatis  Evange- 
lium. Quoniam  autem  fola 
ilia  vera  et  firma,  et  non  capit 
neque  plura  praeterquam  prae- 
didla  funt,  neque  pauciora 
eile  Evangelia,  per  tot  et 
tanta  oftendimus. 
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intitled  one,  The  Gofpel  of 
Truths  which  was  not  long 
fince  written  by  them,  nor. 
does  in  any  thing  agree  with 
the  Gofpels  of  the  Apoftles  ; 
fo  that  they  have  really  no 
Gofpel  but  a  mere  forgery  *  5 
for  if  that  Gofpel  which  they 
produce,  intitled  The  Gofpel 
of  Truthj  be  difagreeable  to 
thofe  which  have  been  deli- 
vered to  us  by  the  Apoftles  ; 
•every  one  may  perceive  (as 
has  been  proved  above  from 
the  Scriptures)  that  the  Gof- 
pel of  Truth  is  not  one  of  thofe 
delivered  by  the  Apoftles.  Be- 
fides  that  I  have  above  by  fe- 
veral  good  arguments  evinced, 
that  only  the  (four)  above 
mentioned  Gofpels  are  true 
and  juft,  and  to  be  received. 


This  paflage  leaves  us  no  room  to  doubt  concerning  the 
defign  and  fcope  of  this  Gofpel,  being  calculated  to  ferve  the 
purpofes  of  the  Valentinian  fcheme.  The  author  of  the  fecSt, 
Valentinus,  was  at  Rome  under  Hyginus,  about  the  year  of 
Chrift  142  (according  to  the  Chronicon  of  Eufebius)j  but 
according  to  the  opinion  of  fome  modern  criticks,'  near  twenty 
years  fooner;  which  indeed  feems  to  me  undeniably  demon- 
ftrated  by  feveral  good  arguments  by  our  learned  Biftiop  Pear- 
fon  b.  He  was  one  of  the  principal  authors  of  the  Gnojiicks  ; 
and  of  his  fentiments  we  have  a  very  particular  account  given 
us  by  Irenaeus  '^j  Clemens  Alexandrinus  **,  Tertullian  ^,  Ori- 


*  So  I  tranflate  the  word  Blaf- 
fhemiay  becaufe  it  at  lealt  implies 
ibme  iiyuftice  done  to  the  Apoftles. 

^  Vindic,  Epill.  Ignat.  pai-.  z, 
c.  7. 

Vot.  I. 


c  Lib.  I  et  2.  adv.  Haeref, 
<*  Strom,  lib.  3. 

*  De  Praefciipt.  adv.   Haeretie. 
c.  49.  et  Lib.  adv.  Valentin. 
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gen ',  Epiphanius  b,  and  feveral  others,  which  I  (hall  not  here 
largely  enumerate,  but  only  give  the  reader  the  following  fpc- 
cimen.     Having  been  educated  in  the  Platonick  phihfophy  at 
Jlexandria^  he  formed  his  notions   of  Chrijiianity  agreeable 
thereto*     He  imagined  certain  gods^  which  he  called  Mones^  to 
tie  number  of  thirty  y  whofe  names  and  pedigree  (conformable  to 
the  fabulous  genealogies  of  Hefiod)  he  pretended ^to  ajjign.  Fif- 
teen of  them  he  would  have  to  be  male^  and  fifteen  female.    Epi- 
phanius has  preferred  their  names ;  they  are*  fuch  as  thefe, 
Ampfiu,  Auraan,  Bucua,  Thartua,  Ubucua,  Thardeadie,  &€• 
That  Chriji  brought  a  body  with  him  from  heaven^  andpaffed 
through  the  Virgin  as  water  through  a  pipe.     He  ajferted  the 
lawfulnefs  of  all  forts  of  lufls  to  his  DifcipleSy  allowing  them  to 
force  other  men*s  wivesy  &c.  denied  the  refurre^ion,  contended 
for  the  tranfmigration  offouls^  &c.     Such  were  very  probably 
the  contents  of  this  Gofpel^^fo  pompoufly  intitled,  The  Gofpel 
of  Truth.     To  be  rejcaed  therefore  by  Prop.  IV,  V,  VI, 
Vlli;  and  IX. 


/. 


Numb.  LXIX.  The  GOSPEL  of  VALENTINUS. 


c  • 


XT  is  only  mentionefl  by  TertuUian  thus 

Evangelium  habet  etiam  fuum     Valentinus  alfo  has  a  GofpH 
praeter  haec  noftra.  of  his  own^  befides  thefe  of 


ours 


This  book,  intitled  The  Gofpel  of  Valentinusy  has  been  fup- 
pofed  by  feme  learned  men  to  have  been  no  other  than  the 
Gofpel  of  Truthy  made  ufe  of  and  forged  by  the  Valentinians, 
of  which  I  treated  in  the  laft  kSCxon.  This  is  fuppofed  by 
Dr.  GrabeSand  after  him  by  Mr.  Fabritius  %  becaufe,  as 
they  imagine,  Valentinus  himfelf  did  not  write  any  Gofpel. 
This  they  gather  from  a  paffage  of  TertuUian  \  which  to  me 

^  Contra  Celf.   lib.   2.    p.  77.      cap.  4.9. 
llh.  5.  p.  z-ji,  efpecially  1.   6.  p.  **  Spicileg.  Patr.  t.  2.  p.  4.8,  4.9. 

298.  et  Expof.  inRom.  1.  8.  c.  1 1.  *  Fabrit. Cod.  Apocr. Nov.Teft. 


"  Haeref.  31.  par.  1.  p.  380. 

*  De    Praefcript.    adv.    Haeret.      ^    '^  Lib.  jam  cit.  c.  38. 


feems 
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feems  to  imply  no  fuch  thing  :  His  words  are,  **  Alius  mana 
**  Scripturas,  alius  fenfu  expolitiones  intervertit.  Neque 
"  cnim  ii  Valentinus  integro  inftrumento  uti  videtur,  non 
<'  callidiore  ingenio  quam  Marcion  manus  intulit  veritat?. 
<<  Marcion  enim  exerte  et  palam  machaera  non  ftylo  ufus  eft ; 
**  quoniam  ad  materiam  fuam  caedem  Scripturarum  confecit. 
^*  Valentinus  autem  pepercit;  quoniam  non  ad  materiam 
**  Scripturas,  fed  ad  Scripturas  materiam  excogitavit/*  i.  e. 
Some  hereticks  corrupt  the  Scripture  with  their  hands  (viz.  by 
adding  aijd  taking  out) ;  others  do  it  by  perverfe  interpreta" 
tions.  For  though  Valentinus  feems  to  make  ufe  of  all  the  Scrip-' 
tureSj  he  no  lefs  artfully  than  Marcion  made  his  attacks  upon  the 
truth.  For  Marcion^corrupted  not  only  fmall  portions  of  Scrip* 
ture^  hut  made  almoji  a  total  deJtruSiiony  dejigning  thereby  t$ 
make  the  Scriptures  accommodate  to  his  principles :  but  Valentin- 
nusfpared  them,  becaufe  his  defign  was  not  to  accommodate  the 
Scriptures  to  his  principles^  but  his  principles  to  the  Scriptures* 
In  this  paflage  it  is  plain,  that  Tertullian  fays  no  more,  than 
that  Valentinus  did  not  corrupt  thefacred  volume  as  Marcion 
didy  by  taking  out  thofe  things  which  were  difagreeable  lb  his 
opinions  ;  he  fays  not  (as  thefe  learned  men  imagine)  that  Va^ 
lentinus  made  no  new  Gofpel\  nor  is  the  fuppodtion  of  his 
having  made  one  in  the  leaft  inconfiftent  with  the  defign  of 
this  paflTage  \  which  (hews  the  weaknefs  of  Dr.  Grabe*s  argu- 
ment, that  the  latter  part  of  this  book  under  the  name  ofTer-^ 
tullian  is  not  hisy  becaufe  the  author  fays,  Valentinus  had  a 
Gofpel,  and  ib  contradicts  this  former  part  of  it,  where  he  (ays 
he  had  not  ope ;  Tertullian  faying  no  fuch  thing.  But  if 
there  really  were  any  contradi£kion  in  thefe  two  -places  of 
Tertullian,  I  ihould  rather  think  the  mifiake  was  in  the^for^^ 
mery  where  he  fays,  Valentinus  did  not  corrupt  the  Scriptures, 
than  in  the  latter^  where  he  lays,  Valentinus  had  a  Gofpel  of 
his  own ;  becaufe  I  obferve,  that  both  Irenaeus  »  and  Origen* 
lay  the  former  crime,  viz.  of  corrupting  the  Scriptures,  to  the 
charge  of  that  heretick,  though  the  latter,  much  more  plainly 
than  the  former ;  for  when  Celfus  objefts,  that  fome  Cbrifti* 

*  Adv.  HsereC  1.  i.  c.  i.  ^  Contr.  Celf.  1.  a.  p.  77. 
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ans  had  changed  the  firft  Scriptures  three  or  four  times,  or 
more,  &c.  Origen  anfwers,  that  this  was  not  done  by  any  per- 
fons  except  the  Difciples  of  Marcion,  and  Valentinus,  and 
Lucianus.  I  conclude  therefore,  that  Valentinus  had  a  Gof- 
pel  of  his  own,  and  that  this  was  different  from  that  called  the 
Gofpel  of  Truth  made  ufe  of  by  his  followers  ;  becaufe  the  one 
was  ufed,  and  fo  probably  forged  by  Valentinus,  but  the  other 
more  lately  made  by  his  followers ;  yet  it  is  very  probable 
they  were  both  deflgned  for  the  fame  purpoies,,  and  therefore 
both  by  the  fame  reafon  to  be  efteemed  Apocryphal,  by  Prop. 
IV,  V,  VI,  VIII,  and  IX. 


AN 


f^i 


AN 


APPENDIX; 


CONTAINING 


AN     ACCOUNT 

OF  ALL  THE 

SAYINGS  AND  histories' 

OP 

CHRIST, 

WHICH  ARE  TO  BE  FOUND  IN  THE  WRITERS  OF  THE 

FIRST  FOUR  CENTURIES. 

1*0  WHICH  IS  ADDED, 

A  Colledion  of  the  Discourses,"  Histories,  &c. 
of  Christ  and  his  Apostles,  which  are  to  be 

e 

found  in  the  Alcoran  of  Mahomet. 

ALTHOUGH  I  cannot  but  hope,  that  I  have  in  th^ 
foregoing  part  of  this  work  fufficiently  difprdved  the 
claim  of  any  of  the  loji  booki  under  the  name  of  Chrift,  his 
Apoftles,  &c.  whofe  names  are  yet  prefervedy  to  Canonical  au- 
thority ;  yet  I  judged  it  neceffary  to  add  the  following  Appen- 
dix :  the  defign  of  which  will  be  evident  from  what  follows. 

Befides  the  Apocryphal  Gofpels,  whofe  names  areJlUl  ex* 
tanty  and  of  which  I  have  produced  all  the  remaining  Frag- 
ments, it  has  been  thought,  and  may  feem  probable,  that  there 
have  been  feveral  others,  whofe  names  are  now  quite  loji  ;  be- 
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caufe  there  arc  cited  in  the  writings  of  the  primitive  Fadiers 
k\cr2\  faytngs  and  hi/lories  of  Chrift  and  his  Apoftles,  which 
are  not  to  be  found  in  any  of  our  prefent  Gofpels.     Now  inaf- 
much  as  thefe  are  generally  fuppofed  to  be  taken  outofApocry^ 
phal  Gofpels  by  feveral  learned  men,  fuch  as  Mr.  Dodwell, 
Dr.  .Mill,  Dr.  Grabe,  Mr.  Fabritius,  and  others,  as  will  ap- 
pear in  the  fequel  of  this  difcourfe :  what  I  propofe  here  is, 
to  make  as   large  a  colle^ton  as  I' can  of  all  thofe  Accounts y 
Sayings^  Hi/lorieSj  DoSlrineSy  ^c.  of  Chrift  and  his  Apoftles, 
which  are  not  in  Jany  of  our  prefent  Gofpels.,  but  either  are^  or 
may  be  fuppofed  to  have  been  taken  out  offome  Apocryphal  books^ 
and  which  are  mentioned  by  any  writer  of  the  firji  four  centuries 
after  Chriji '^  and  witHal  to  make  it  appear,  that«fi»f  of  thefe 
accounts  were  taken  out  of  Apocryphal  books.     And  as  in  this 
laborious  attempt  I  propofed  the  eftablifhing  the  credit  of  our 
prefent  Canon,  fo  alfo  the  entertainment  of  the  curious  \n 
Chriftian  antiquities.     The  reader  learned  in  thefe  things  will 
eafily  obferve,  that  there  are  many  accounts  of  the  Apoftles 
omitted  in  this  collection,  that  are  in  the  writings  of  the  iirft 
four  centuries ;  but  I  delire  it  may  be  confidered,  that  thefe 
are  purpofely  omi^ed  here,  becaufe  I  take  in  none*but  fuch  as 
may,  or  have  been  fuppofed  to,  have  be^n  in  fome  Apocryphal 
books ;  whereas  thefe  are  generally  traditions  not  written, 
and  of  which  perhaps  hereafter,  in  a  more  convenient  place,  I 
inay  make  a  full  colle<3:ion. 

Two  or  three  things  I  muft  premife  to  this  work  ;  viz. 

I.  That  I  do  not  propofe  to  tranfcribe  the  various  legions  (f 
6ur  Gofpels y  thai  are  to  be  gathered  out  of  the  writings  of  the 
JFathers^  nor  to  make  thofe  pafs  for  fayings  of  Chrijiy  different 
from  any  in  our  Gofpelsy  which  are  only  ihe  memofiter  citations 
of  the  antient  writers.  To  do  this  would  be  a  work  of  endleis 
trouble,  and  of  very  little  advantage  ;  and  I  cannot  but  think 
the  labours  of  Dr.  Mill  in  his  colle<Etions  of  this  fort  were  vefy 
triflingly  employed,  as  Dr.  Whitby  a  has  fuiBciently  fhewn. 
It  is  a  matter  paft  all  doubt,  that  all  the  primitive  writers  cited 

»  Examen  variant.  Leftion.  Mill.  feft.  i— vi. 

the 
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the  Scripture  memoriter^  or  by  memory^  without  confulting 
their  copies  5  which  is  not  at  all  ftrange,  if  we  confider  the 
forms  of  their  volumes,  being  large  fkins  of  parchment  rolled 
up  together  (as  I  hgve  elfewhere  fhewn^),  and  that  their 
books  were  not  divided  into  chapters  and  verfes,  as  ours  now 
are.  Hence  I  fay,  they  cited  memoriter  frequently,  and  con- 
fequently  expreffed  rather  thefenfe  and  meaning y  than  the  words 
of  the  author  they  cite;  (i.)  S^ometimes  quite  changing  his 
words  J  and  fuhjiituting  thofe  of  their  own,  which  they  thought 
equivalent;  (2.)  Sometimes  inferting  their  ozvnglojjes  and ex-^ 
plications^  and  what  they  imagined  needful  to  make  thefenfe  of 
the  fentence  complete  \  (3.)  Sometimes  leaving  out  what  was 
not  to  their  pur pofe  ;  and  nothing  more  commonly,  than  (4.) 
joining  feveral  different  texts  of  Scripture  together^  and  which 
are  related  by  feveral  Evangelifts^  as  though  fpoken  hy  Chrifi  at 
one  time,^  All  this  it  were  eafy  to  demonftrate  by  a  thoufand 
inilances ;  and  befides,  the  i^&,  being  fo  notorious,  I  (hall  here 
take  It  for  granted  :  he  who  has  a  mind  may  fee  very  many 
examples  of  all  thefe,  coUefted  by  the  learned  Heinfius  ^  and 
Dr.  Whitby,  in  the  place  cited. 

II.  I  purpofe  not  to  collet  the  differences  of  antient  manu^ 
fcripts^  nor  16  lay  down,  as  fayings  or  hi/lories  of  Chrift,  any 
of  thofe  which  are  to  be  found  in  any  manufcripts  now  ex- 
tant, and  not  in  our  prefent  Gofpels,  unlefs  perhaps  in  one  or 
two  inftances,  where  the  diflFerence  will  appear  to  have  been 
in  manufcripts  before  the  end  of  the  fourth  century.  This  I 
propofe  not  here,  becaufe  it  is  a  work  rather  belonging  to  the 
integrity  of  the  text,  than  the  eftablifhment  of  the  Canon* 

III.  I  premife  it  as  very  probable,  that  many  accounts  and 
fayings' of  our  Saviour  were  conveyed  hy  tradition  through  the 
firft  andfecond  centuries.  St.  John  tells  us  *^,  that  our  Saviour 
did  many  other  things,  which,  if  they  JhouU  he  written  every 
one^  hefuppofeSy  that  even  the  world  itf elf  would  not  contain  the 
boohs  which  Jhould  be  written.     Some  of  thefe  it  is  impoflible, 

■  Vindic.  of  Matthew,  chap.  xv.      Nov.  Teft.  p.  4.,  5,  &c. 
**  Prolegom.  in  Excrcit.  Sacr.  ad  *=  Joh.  xxi.  25. 
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in  the  nature  of  things,  but  muft  be  tranfmitted  to  the  fuc- 
ceeding  ages  ;  efpecially  if  we  confider,  how  remarkable  our 
Saviour's  fayings  and  anions  were,  and  how  much  taken  no- 
tice of.  Thefe  Papias,  Irenaeus,  and  many  others  fought 
after ;  and  indeed  we  can  hardly  fuppofe  any  one  of  fo  little 
curiofity,  as  not  to  defire  the  knowledge  of  them,  and  confe- 
quently  of  thefe  it  is  very  probable  feveral  are  to  be  found  in 
the  moft  antient  monuments  of  Chriftianity, 

Thefe  'things  premifed,  I  come  to  confider  the  paflages 
themfelves,  which  are  in  the  antient  writers,  relating  to  Chnft 
and  his  Apoftles  ;  and  which  not  being  to  be  found  in  any  of 
our  Gofpels,  are  or  may  be  fufpefted  to  be  taken  out  of  fome 
others. 

\N.  B.  I  Jhairproduce  thefe  pajfages  according  to  the  order 
of  time,  in  which  the  writers  are  fuppojed  to  have  livedo 
who  mention  them,'\ 

I.   >/ Saying  of  Chriji  mentioned  by  St,  Paul^  ASis  XX.  35.  not 

to  be  found  in  any  of  our  Gofpels, 

Uoivrcc,  VTCiSet^ct  u'un/,  on  Stco  I  have  fhewed  you  all  things, 

xo'r^^ZuToc^  Ja  oiynXxi^Uvic  ^ow  that   fo  labouring  .you 

a        ~     '-a      '    .  oup-ht  to  fupport  the  weak, 

,  -^    .  /  -  Tr    '  ai^d  to  remember  the  words 

.      ^   „        ,  V  %.      ^      ',  of  the  Lord  Jefus,  how  he 

*  \^      '  laid,  It  ts  more  blefjed  to  give 

^Uv  iri  SiSomi,  iA.oix\ov  n  Aa/A-  ^^^^  ^^  receive.  * 

This  faying  of  Chrift  has  been  fuppofed  by  fome  to  be 
taken  out  of  fome  Apocryphal  Gofpel  now  loJi*\  by  others,  to  be 
taken  out  of  a  book  entitled,  Ihe  Book  of  the  Sayings  if 
Chri/ij  which  is  cited  in  Tie  Recognitions  of  Clemens^',  and  by 
Turrianus  %  to  be  taken  out  of  the  Conjlitutions  of  the  Apo^^ 

r 

*  Vid.  Heinf.  Exercit.  Sacr.  In      lib.  2.  p.  130.  ad  Voc.  Verboruna 
Act.  XX.  35.  .  Dom.  Lib. 

^  Sixt.  SenenC  Biblioth.  San6l.  •=  Prxfat.  in  Conftit.  Apoftol. 

Jf/es, 
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JUeSj  for  which  opinion  he  alfo  cites  Euthalius,  a  bifhop  co- 
temporary  with  Athanafius :  but  there  is  not  the  leaft  evi- 
dence for  the  truth  of  either  of  thefe  opinions,  becaufe  had 
St.  Paul  really  cited  any  book,  he  would,  according  to  his 
cuftom,  have  given  fome  intimation  that  he  did  fo,  either  by 
mentioning  the  author's  name,  or  the  title  of  the  hooky  ^c.  Be- 
fides,  as  to  the  fir  ft  of  thefe  opinions,  it  has  not  the  leaft  ap- 
pearance of  truth ;  and  as  to  the  two  latter,  I  (hall  think  it 
enough  at  prefent  to  fay,  the  books,  from  whence  the  paflage 
is  fuppofed  to  be  cited,  were  made  long  after  St.  Paul's  time. 
Neither  of  thefe  conjedlures  being  probable,  feveral  learned 
men,  as  Be3sa%  Chemnitius  **,  Heinfius%&c.  have  thought 
that  the  Apoftle  docs  not  refer  to  any  particular  faying  of 
Chrift,  but  to  feveral  of  our  Lord's  fayings  in  the  Gofpelsy 
which  he  intended  to  comprife  or  abridge  in  this ;  fuch  as  that. 
Matt.  xix.  21.  that  Luke  xvi.  9.  and  the  parable  of  the  ta- 
lents. Matt.  XXV.  But  this  opinion  feems  very  improbable, 
becaufe  the  Apoftle  exprefsly  refers  to  the  very  words  of 
Chrift,  ^nd  fays  not  only  >,iyuv  tS  Kt/pis  'l>jcry,  but  ttvtU  sTtm. 
That  which  feems  therefore  moft  likely,  is,  that  Paul  received 
this  pajfage  by  tradition  from  the  Apoftles,  or  Difciples  of 
Chrift,  with  whom  it  is  certain  he  frequently  converfed,  and 
from  whom  he  received  many  accounts  of  faft ;  and  perhaps 
it  is  not  unlikely  he  was  then  told  it,  when  he  went  up  to 
Jerufalem  from  Antioch,  with  the  charitable  colleftions  of  the 
Chrift ians  there  for  the  indigent  brethren  at  Jerufalem,  A£ls 
xi.  30. 

II.  ^  Saying  /«  the  Epiflle  of  Barnabas,  Chap,  IV,  afcribed 

to  Chrift. 

Sicut  dicit  Filius  Dei,  Re-     As  the  Son  of  God  faith.  Let 
'fiftamus  omni  iniquitati,  et  odio     us  refifi  all  iniquity,  and  hate 
babeamus  earn.  it. 

»  Annot.  in  loc.  p.  40. 

*    Exam..  Cone.  Trld.  Par.  T.  «  Loc.jamcit. 


III.  A  Say- 


^tO  ^  ^pendiic.  part  n. 

m.  A  Saying  afcribedto  Chri/I  in  ihifame  EptflUy  Chap.  VII. 

Muvy  x«l   (2^»(rW  1^18  T?f     would  fee  me,  and  arrive  U 

is      ^  '       ^    K        a^  je/  ^y  kingdonu  mufl  receive  me 

%  Mrw^A  the  fufertng  of  many 

The  celebrated  Archbifhop  Ufher  *  imagines  it  an  evidence 
of  the  great  antiquity  of  this  Epiftle  under  the  name  of  Bar- 
nabas, that  in  it  are  cited  feveral  of  the  Apocryphal  b6oks» 
the  very  names  of  which  are  now  quite  loft.  Mr.  Dodwell  •» 
aflerts  not  only  of  Barnabas,  but  Clemens  Romanus,  Hermas, 
Ignatius*,  and  Polycarp,  the  fuppofed  writers  of  the  firft  cen- 
tury, or  Apoftolick  age,  that  they  promifcuoufly  made  ufe  of 
our  Gofpels  and  other  Apocryphal  books.  Dr.  Mill  follows 
him  exadlly,  and  is  fomewhat  more  fanguine  in  his  expref-. 
fions  «=.  They^  i.  e.  the  Apoftolick  Fathers^  fays  he,  cite  and 
alledgBy  without  any  difference^  the  Apocryphal  Gofpels  and  the 
infpired  booh  of  the  Apojlles^  One  would  imagine  .they  had 
very  clear  proof  for  the  fupport  of  thefe  aflertions,  and  that 
Barnabas,  Clemens,  Hermas,  Polycarp,  and  the  reft,  had 
named,  or  at  leaft  referred  to  fome  fuch  writings,  or  books.  But 
of  this  I  dare  aver,  there  is  not  one  fingle  inftance  in  all  thofc 
Fathers  to  be  found ;  and  though  fome  of  them  have  fome 
pallages  not  in  our  Gofpels,  yet  there  is  not  any  reafon  to 
conclude  they  were  taken  out  of  others,  as  I  fhall  fliew  in  the 
particular  examination  of  them :  and  firft  as  to  thofe  of  Bar* 
nabas,  which  are  now  under  confideration,  only  firft  obferving 
that  Mr.  Fabritius  *  fuppofes  alfo  that  both  tbefe  pafiages 
were  taken  out  of  fome  Apocryphal  Goipel.  I  fliall  confider 
each  of  them  diftinftly. 

•  See  the  remaining  part  of  the  Dr.  Fell's  Edition, 

preface  to  an  edition  of  this  Epiftle,  •>  Differt.  I.  in  Iren.  §.  39. 

which  he  intended  to  have  pub-  «  Prolegom.   in  Nov.  Teftam. 

.lifhed,  but  was  confumed  at  Oxford,  §.  144.,  &c.  • 

with  all  his  notes,  only  a  few  in  the  "  Cod.  Apocryph.  Nov.  Teft. 

Correftor*s  hand,  by  the  great  fire  Par.  1.  p.  330,  331. 
there,   1643.     See  the  Preface  to 

As 
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As  to  die  firfti  it  is  evident  it  could  not  poffibly  be  any 
faying  of  Chrift,  becaufe  it  is  delivered  in  the  plural  number^ 
Ljet  Us  rcfift  all  iniquity,  and  let  Us  hate  it.  Thefe,  I  fay, 
ccMild  not  be  the  words  of  Chrift,  becaufe  his  commands  4irt 
never  delivered  in  the  plural  number^  as  xelating'to  himfelf  and 
to  his  Apoftles;  befides,  it  is  abfurd  in  die  nature  oi  the  thing^ 
for  a  perfon  under  Che  chara£br  of  Chrift  to  command  himfelf ^ 
^Q)ecially  conHdering  that  he  was  incapable  rf  all  fin*  If 
therefore  they  were  not  the  words  of  Chrift,  it  \%  plain  they 
are  no  mpre  than  the  author's  explication  of  fome  words  of 
his ;  and  though  he  prefix  the  words,  Sic  dicit  Filius  Deiyfi 
fays  the  fin  of  God;  it  is  plain  that  they  cannot  be  taken  in 
their  literal  fenfe,  but  muft  mean,  This  is  the  command  of 
Chri/l  to  usj  or  he  has  fpoken  to  this  purpofe^  that  we  fhould 
avoid  and  hate  all  fm ;  or  it  is  the  dfi^rine  which  he  has  deli-- 
vered^:  and  fo  indeed  it  is  in  many  parts  of  our  Gofpels,  and 
the  main  defign  of  them  all,  and  dierefore  was  not  taken  out 
of  any  Apocryphal  book* 

As  to  the  latter  paflage,  it  was  either  taken  out  rf  thai  pafi 
fage  of  Paul  and  Barnabas^  Afts  xiv^aa.  whese  it  is  faid  they 
exhorted  the  churches  to  continue  in  the  faith^  and  fay,  we 
nuffi  all^  through  much  tribulation^  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  ^ 
heaven  :  which  are  very  near  the  iame  words  with  thofe  of  the 
fuppofed  Barnabas  under  confideration,  and  fo  that  is  falfely 
afcribed  to  Chrift,  which  was  faid  by  Paul  and  Barnabas ;  or 
elfe  the  pojfage  is  an  allufion  to  feveral  places  of  our  Lord^s 
difcourfis^  in  which  he  aiTures  his  followers,  that,  in  order  to 
become  his  true  difciples,  they  muft  depend  upon  a  variety  of 
troubles  and  fuftcrings,  as  he  doeis  Matt.  x.  18, 22.  Lukexiv. 
27.  John  xvi.  33«  and  in  ieveral  other  places  ;  and  this  I  fup* 
pofe  no  one  can  thqik  improbable,  who  confiders  how  fre- 
quent thefe  fort  of  citations  are  in  the  writings  of  the  Fathers, 
and  particularly  in  this  Epiftle. 

But  if  after  all  it  fhould  be  thought,  thefe  paflages  in  the 
Epiftle  of  Barnabas  were  taken  out  of  fome  Apocryphal  Gof- 
pel ;  I  will  add,  that  feeing  it  is  no  hard  tafk  to  prove  (as  I 

*  Sec  inilances  of  die  like  fort  of     A£t.  xx.  35. 
fpeech  in  Heinf.  Exercit.  Sacr.  in 

hope 
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hope  fully  in  the  next  Part  of  this  work  to  do)  that  this  £pi* 
file  was  not  the  compofure  of  Barnabas,  but  of  fome  other 
perfon  under  his  name,  the  credit  of  our  Canon  cannot 
thereby  be  hurt ;  for  the  moft  that  can  follow  from  thence  is^ 
that  the  Apocryphal  hooks  have  been  cited  by  fome  heretical  im^ 
foflor  ofthefecond  century^ 

It  will  not  be  foreign  to  my  purpofe  to  infert  here,  that  the 
Author  of  this  Epiftle  under  the  name  of  Barnabas  faidi^ 
ch»  V.  that  when  Chrift  chofe  his  Apoftles,  he  made  choice 

of  fuch  ovra;  vvi^  nuaaw  dfjMpriav  atofjuaTe^a^,  who  were  exceeding 

great  firmer  s :  which,  though  it  be  not  aflerted  in  cither  of  our 
Gofpels,  yet  Teems  to  be  coUefted  from  thence,  viz.  where 
Matthew  isfaidto  he  a  publican^  Matt.  ix.  9,  lO.  Peter  de^ 
Jires  Chri/i  to  depart  from  him^  becaufe  he  was  a  finful  many 
Luke  V.  8.  and  where  he  is  related  to  have  denied  Chriji^ 
Matt.  xxvi.  70,  &c.  Paul  ftyles  himklf  a  perfecutor  and  blaf- 
phemer^  and  the  chief  of  finneri^  i  Tim.  i.  13,  15.  This  is 
well  obferved  by  Origen  againft  Celfus  to  have  been  the 
meaning  of  Barnabas  in  this  place »,  though  Jerome^^  by  mis- 
take, afcribes  this  to  Ignatius,  and  not  to  Barnabas. 

IV.   A  Saying  afcrihed  to  Chriji  in  the  fecond  Epijile  ofCk-^ 

mens  to  the  Corinthians,  Chap.  IV. 

He  is  fuppofed  to  have  been  the  fame  Clemens,  who  is 
mentioned  by  St.  Paul,  as  his  fellow-labourer,  Phil.  iv.  3. 

I .  Ai06  tSto  TauT«  rjEAwi'         '•  For  ^^s  reafon,  that  we 

.sr^o^frtrovrm  uiriv   0    Kuftor     might  do  thefe  things,   the 

9r«  \   **  »  »   ~  /         Lord  hath    faid«   77?oupb   ye 

fhould  he  joined  to  me  even  in 


»  **  /.  \  ^ 


„ '       N    ,  '      V            ,  ^  hofoniy  and  do  not  objerve 

-aso^y^rj  ra^  ivroXcc,  ^«,  ciro-  ^^  commandments,  I  will  r/- 

eax5    u>ac,   xai^lfw    Jpi;-  je£i  you,  and  fay  to^you.  Depart 

'T7ray£T£  aV   £/aS,   sx   olSx  from  me,  I  know  not  whence 

vi^oig,  Tffi^iv  ?r«,  lfy«T«»  a-  ye  are,  ye  workers  of  iniquity. 

•  Orig.  contr.  Cclf.  lib.  i . p.  49.  •>  Lib.  3.  adv.  Pelag.  c .  i. 

V.  An^ 
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V.  Another  Saying  afcribed  to  Chriji  and  Peter^  in  the  fame 

Epijile^  Chap  V. 

2.   Aiyei  yoco    0    Kvoiog'       2.  For  the  Lord  faith,  K/J^// 


xwv.   'A-woxf  tS'f  tf  Si  0  UiT^og* 

Tw  riErfw*  Mil  ^o£fio'3'W(raj^ 
ra  ipvio,  rac  Auxaj  jM-cra  to 
aTToS'avfii/  avrx'  kxi  u/aek 
jtAil  ^oCfro-^s  T»^  aTTO^irnyoHot^ 

rov  j(A£T(x  TO  aTroS'ai/grv  Ujxa? 
?p^ovt«  i^^<ri(x,}f  4^ux^?  xai 
(rdiACcrog  t5  PaAf?!/  cI?  y££if- 
vav  Ttr^jPo?. 

VI.  Another  Saying  afcribed 

CJSap, 

3»  A£y«  yap  Kupioj  £i/ 
fw  EuayyfXiw'  Ei  to  [xiKPou 
«x  irnorKrxrSy  ro  fxiyx.  rig 
MfMv  S(i(rH  ;  Afyo)  <}/o&^  vfATvy 
oTi  0  "Grtrof  ii/  iXx^iftfy  xat 


i^  ^j  Az/n^x  /«  the  mid/i  of 
wolves:  but  Peter  replying, 
faid.  What  if  the  wolves 
fhouldtearin  pieces  the  lambs? 
Jefus  faid  unto  Peter,  Let  not 
the  lambs  fear  the  wolves  after 
death  ^  and  do  not  ye  fear  thofe 
who  (can)  kill  youy  and  (af^ 
terwards)  can  do  you  no  harmi 
'  but  fear  him  who  has  power 
after  your  deaths  to  caji  both 
foul  and  body  into  hell  fire. 


to  Chriji^  in  the  fame  Epijlle^ 
Will. 

3.  For  the  Lord  faith  in 
the  Gofpel,  Unlefs  ye  have 
kept  that  which  is  little^  who 
will  give  you  that  which  is 
great?  For  I  fay  unto  you^ 
that  he  who  is  faithful  in  that 
which  is  leaji^  is  alfo  faithful 
in  that  which  is  much. 


VII.  Another  Saying  afcribed  to  Chriji ^  in  the  end  of  the  fame 

Chapter. 

4.    *Afa   Jy   t«to   A£y«'  4.   This  therefore  is  what 


T>ijiio*aT€   tr\v  (rxpyioc  ocyvYiv, 
Koci   T15V    cpo»ytioc  occrTfiKoVj 


[the  Lord]  faith,  Keep  your 
Jiefl)  chajle^  and  your  feal  (i.e. 
baptifm)  undefiledy  that  fo  ye 
may  obtain  everlajling  life. 

VIII.  An^ 


» 


I 


414  AnJfptndix.  tKAt  tu 

VHI.    Another  Saying  afcribed  to  Chrijty  in  the  end  of  that 

EpiJHe. 

5.    *E7r«f«Tti5iif  auTOf   0  S-  The  Lord  himfelf  being 

KJfiOff  uVo  Tij'Of,  noT£  ;i'H«     a<kcd    by  a  certain  perfon, 

iturS  yi  ^o^tTiUU,  ilffiv^  "O-     ^»^^"   ^'^    )^ngAoni    fliould 

V  V    » ,    rt  ^     >      come  ?    replied^    When  two 

rxv  tfat  ret  duo  iv,  K»i  to       -    „  ,         *        ,    ,  ,  .  , 

^        ,       ,  ^  X     >    V    /        ^^^^  ^^  ^"^>  ^''^  ^^^'  Wibzf  A 

JH«  «ff  JO  E(r«,  H«i^To  ajm      -^  ^^.^^^^^  ^^   ^^^^  ^^.^^   .^ 

^fT(i  jr ?  »t|Af*»f  ^Tt  af <rfv     ^.v^/;,^  a„j  fh^  ^i^  .^i^h  the 

xn  5viXv,  female  neither  male  nor  female^ 


The  confidcration  of  thefe,  orfome  of  thefe  pailages,  influ* 
cnced  Mr.  Dodwell  and  Dr.  Mill  to  aflert  as  above,  that  Clc* 
mens  and  the  other  Apoftolical  Fathers  promilcuoufly  and  in- 
difFerently  made  u(e  of  ours  and  other  Apocryphal  Gc^pels. 
*'  Qemens^  fays  Dr.  Mill  «,  both  in  his  former  Epifile  to  the 
I  **  Corinthians^  and  the  fragment  of  his  fecond  Epifile  to  them^ 

'  **  (if  it  he  his)  takes  fome  tejiimonies  out  ofthofe  Gofpelsy  which 

■  *'  tuere  in  ufe  among  the  Chrijiians  before  the  puhlijhing  of  our 

**  prefent  Gofpelsy  and  fime^  as  it  feems^  out  of  oursy  but  in  a 
^  mixedj  confufed  manner ^  Wr."  But  as  in  this  latter  ajfertion 
he  and  the  learned  writer,  whom  he  follows,  are  moft  appa- 
rently miftaken,  each  of  the  Apoftolical  Fathers  having  plainly 
made  ufe  of  our  Gofpels  (as  I  hope  to  fhew  hereafter),  {o  alfo 
in  the  former ^  as  will  appear  by  a  particular  criticifm  on  the 
pafTages  here  produced,  which  muft  be  thofe  which  he  refers 
to,  there  being  no  other  in  the  Epiftle  that  can  be  fuppoled  to 
be  taken  out  of  Apocryphal  books.  And  whereas  the  Dr. 
afTerts,  that  Clemens  in  his  former  Epiftle  to  the  Corinthians 
cites  Apocryphal  Gofpels,  he  is  moft  notorioufly  miftaken ; 
there  being  not  one  pojfage  in  that  whole  Epifile^  that  with  any 
reafon  can  befuppofed,  or  I  believe  ever  has  beenfuppofed  to  have 
been  alledged  out  offuch  books. 

But  as  to  the  pafTages  in  the  fecond  Epiftle  here  produced 
of  which  I  have  collected  five : 

The  firft,  which  is  in  Chap.  IV.  appears  moft  plainly  to 

*  Prolcgom.  in  Nov.  Tcft.  §.  139. 

be 
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be  taken  out  of  St.  Luke's  GofpeI>  cb«  xliu  25, 26,  27.  The 
latter  part  of  the  pafTage  is  in  almoft  the  very  fame  words, 
and  perfe£Uy^the  fame  fenfe,  in  ver.  27.  and  the  former  part  i$ 
no  lefs  evidently  a  contra£tion  of  ver.  25, 26.  and  a  very  conif 
mon  way  of  citing  in  the  writings  of  the  Fathers.  There  is 
no  need  therefore  to  fuppofe  this  taken  out  of  any  Apocryphal 
Gofpel  \  and  I  cannot  but  obferve,  that  Dr«  Mill  himfelf  in 
another  part  of  his  work,  viz.  in  his  note  on  this  place  of 
Luke  (forgetful  pf  what  he  fays  in  his  Prolegomena)  produces 
this  pajfage  out  of  Clemem^  and  fuppofes  it  to  have  been  taken 
either  out  of^he  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes^  or  Egyptians^  and  to 
have  been  taken  into  one  of  thofe  Gojpels  out  of  this  place  of 
St,  Lukcy  and  by  thofe  who  took  it  thence  corrupted  and  interpo^ 
lated*  If  we  lay  his  thoughts  together^  they  are  thefe :  Cle- 
mens Romanus  took  this  paflage  out  of  fome  Apocryphal 
Gofpel  made  before  any  of  the  prefent  Canonical  ones :  this 
Gofpel  was  either  that  of  the  Nazarenes,  or  Egyptians ;  for 
thefe  were  made  before  any  of  ours  %  yet  this  very  paflage  wa$ 
taken  out  of  St.  Luke's  Gofpel,  and  inferted  into  one  of  thefe; 
i.  e.  in  fhort,  St.  Luke's  Gofpel  wa3  made  before  the  Gofpd 
of  the  Egyptians  and  Nazarenes,  and  the  Gofpel  of  the  Egyp- 
tians and  Nazarenes  was  made  before  St.  Luke's  Gofpd^ 
jlliquando  bonus  dormitat  Homerus. 

The  fecond  pajfage^  viz.  that  Chap.  V.  (as  to  the  words  of 
Chrift)  is  related  in  the  fame  words  by  St.  Matthew,  chap. 
X.  i6y  26,  28.  and  St.  Luke,  chap.  x.  3.  and  chap.  xii.  4,  5. 
Wherefore  we  have  no  need  to  fuppofe  Clemens  to  have  taken 
it  out  of  any  Apocryphal  Gofpel:  and  though  indeed  there 
be  an  infertion  in  it  of  a  queftion  propofed  by  Peter  to  Chrift, 
viz.  What  if  the  wolves  Jhould  tear  in  pieces  the  lambs  ?  To 
which  our  Lord  is  made  to  reply.  Fear  noty  iffc.  This  feems 
to  have  been  a  groundlefs  tradition  (of  which  there  were 
great  numbers  in  that  time),  becaufe,  by  a  little  refledlion  on 
the  feries  of  our  Lord's  difcourfe,  in  the  places  now  cited  of 
Matthew  and  Luke,  there  vnll  feem  to  have  been  no  fign  of 
an  interruption  in  it,  nor  indeed  well  could  be.    The  learned 

*  Prolegom.  in  Nov.  Tcft.  §•  35*  3^* 
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Cotclerius  *  therefore  had  no  ground  to  fuppofe  this  taken  by 
Clemens  out  of  an  Apocryphal  Gofpel. 

The  third  of  thefe  p^^JJoges  is  in  part  alfo  cited  by  Irenaeus 
thus '': 

Et  ideo  Dominus  dlcebat  in-  Wherefore  the  Lord  faid  to 
gratis  cxiftentibus  in  eum ;  thofe,  who  were  ungrateful 
Si  in  modico  fidelei  non  fuijiis^  to  him.  If  ye  have^  not  been 
quod  magnum  eji  quis  dahit  faithful  in  that  which  is  littky 
vobis  ?  who  will  give  you  that  which 

is  great  ? 

• 

Dr.  Grabe  in  his  notes  on  this  place  conjeftures,  that 
Irenaus  tranfcribed  thefe  words  out  of  the  Gofpel  of  the  Egyp- 
tians 5  but  this  is  a  mere  groundlefs  conjefture.  Dr.  Mill  ^ 
goes  farther,  and  fuppofes  the  paflage  to  have  been  originally 
infome  Apocryphal  Gofpel^  which  was  publijhed  before  ours^  and 
confequently  that  ClemenSy  who  livedo,  according  to  him^  before 
the  fettling  of  the  Canon  j  took  it  out  of  that  j  but  as  to  Irenaeus, 
he  fuppofes  indeed  he  read  it  in  his  copy  of  Luke^  chap.  xvi. 
10.  Wf.  but  that  it  was  not  any  part  of  St,  Luke^s  writing'^  but 
-an  interpolation  or  infertion  into  the  copies  of  that  Gofpel^  taken 
eut  of  fome  Apocryphal  one^  which  had  this  parable  of  the  unjuft 
Jieward  more  at  large  than  it  tvas  related  by  Luke,  and  being 
from  thence  firji  inferted  by  fome  curious  perfon  into  the  margin 
of  St.  Luke  J  was  afterwards^  by  fome  carelefs  fcribe^  transferred 
into  the  text  or  body  of  the  book.  But  for  all  this  bold  con- 
jefture,  there  is  not  the  leaft  evidence  produced.  The  cafe  is 
plain  ;  the  latter  part  of  the  paflage  under  confideration  is  in 
fo  many  words  in  our  prefent  copies  of  St.  Luke,  chap.  xvi. 
10.  and  the  whole  meaning  of  the  former  part  in  the  next 
verfe.  The  words  in  Clemens  are,  If  ye  have  not  kept  that 
which  is  little^  who  will  give  you  that  which  is  great  ?  The 
words  in  Luke  ar^,  If  therefore  ye  have  not  been  faithful  in 
the  unrighteous  maminon^  who  will  commit  to  your  trufi  the  true 
riches  ?  i.  e.  as  is  very  plain  by  the  whole  defign  of  the  pa- 

*  Annot.  in  loc,  «  Prolegom,   in  Nov.  Tcftam. 
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rable,  If  you  have  not  been  faithful^  and  made  a  due  ufe  of  the 
leffer  enjoyments  of  this  life^  who  will  entruji  you^  or  how  can 
you  expeSl  the  greater  things  and  enjoyments  of  the  other  a? 
There  is  no  need  therefore  of  fuppofing  either  any  Apocry- 
phal Gofpel,  or  interpolated  copy,  out  of  which  Clemens  or 
Irenxus  took  thefe  words.  If  there  were,  we  may  as  well 
fuppofe  the  lame  in  ten  thoufand  inftances  at  leaft,  where  the 
Fathers  have  thus  laxly  made  their  citations  out  of  the  books 
of  the  Old  and  New  Teftaments.  And  whereas  it  may 
be  objefted,  and  perhaps  be  thought  ftrange,  that  Clemens 
and  Irenxus  Jhauld  agree  to  paraphrafe^  or  exprefs^  our  Savi-- 
our^s  words  fa  near  the  fame :  I  anlwer,  that  it  was  hardly 
probable  they  fhould  have  paraphrafed  them  any  other  way, 
becaufe  Chrift  himfelf  gives  the  fame  explication  of  them, 
ver.  10*  and  fo  our  beft  Paraphrafts  and  Expofitors  have  done, 

jfs  to  the  fourth  pafj'age^  although  Dr.  Grabe'',  and  Mr.  Fa- 
britius  ^  have  imagined  it  to  be  a  dijiin£i  Saying  of  Chriji  ; 
and  the  latter  fays,  it  was  taken  out  of  an  Jpocryphal  Gojpely 
which  he  conjeftures  to  be  the  Gofpel  of  the  Egyptians >,  it  ap- 
pears to  me  plainly  to  be  only  the  words  of  Clemens^  or  the 
Author  of  the  Epijile>y  in  explaining  the  preceding  faying  of 
Chrift  ;  as  any  one  may  perceive  by  the  context ;  and  accord- 
ingly was  taken  by  the  prefent  Archbiflibp  of  Canterbury  in 
his  Englifh  tranflation,  though  either  his  Grace,  or  his  priiiter, 
was  very  much  miftaken,  in  putting  the  word  fouly  for  the 
Greek  ^(p/u*y»^« ;  which  word,  by  the  way,  is  a  good  evidence 
that  this  could  not  be  any  Saying  of  Chrift,  who  never  made 
ufe  of  this  word  to  denote  baptifm^  which  even  according  to 
Mr.  Fabritius  in  this  place  it  does  ;  and  perhaps  an  evidence, 
that  this  Epiftle  under  the  name  of  Clemens  was  not  written 
by  him,  or  any  other  perfon  of  his  time. 

The  lajl  paffage  was  indeed  in  the  Gofpel  of  the  Egyptians  j 
for  Julius  Caffianus  urges  it  thence,  as  we  read  in  Clemens 
Alexandrinus,  Strom,  lib.  3.  p.  465.  and  accordingly  I  have 
produced  it  above  in  the  fecond  Part  of  this  work,  Chap.  XVI. 

*  See  Grotius, Hammond,  Whit-  «  Cod.  Apocryph.  Nov.  Teft. 

by,  jLe  Clerc,  &c.  Pai\  i.  p.  333. 

^  Spicileg.  Patr.  t.  i.p.  13. 
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where  I  have  largely  provctf  that  Gofpel  to  be  Apocryphal, 
and  a  very  filly  forgery ;  and  for  this  reafon  we  have  fuificient 
ground  to  rqeft  it,  as  not  really  one  of  our  Saviour's,  efpe- 
daily  when  we  confider  how  unlike  it  is  to  the  known  ftyle 
and  manner  ofliis  fpeaking  \  for  as  I  have  elie where  iaid,  that 
wa^  perfcdly  clear,  eafy,  and  famiUar ;  this  is  myflical,  in- 
volved, perplexed,  if  not  abfurd  and  obfcene,  more  like  the 
Ally  ambiguous  anfwers  of  the  Delphick  Oracles,  than  the  ra« 
tional  and  plain  difcourfes  of  Jefus  Chrlft.  What  remains 
here  is  only  to  enquire,  whether  this  Gofpel  was  cited  in  this 
Epiftle  under  the  name  of  Qemcns,  or  this  paflage  taken  out 
ctf  it  ?  Which  is  not  very  evident,  as  I  conclude, 

I.  From  the  manner  in  which  the  author  introduces  the 
pailagCy  *£7repa;T»}S'«K  »xnl^  o  KiJ^mk  ^wo  tj^o?,  i.  e.  The  LfOrd  him* 
felf  being  alked  by  a  certain  perfon^  &c.  which  words  imply- 
that  hew  as  utterly  ignorant,  who  the  perfon  was  that  aiked 
our  Saviour  the  queftion :  but  had  he  really  cited,  or  made 
ufe  of  this  Gofpel,  he  could  not  have  been  ignorant,  fecii>g  it 
was  there  cxprefsly  faid,  that  Sabme  was  the  perfon  who  ajked 
the  quejiion^  as  is  evident  from  the  place  juft  now  cited  in 
Clemens  Alexandrinus. 

2.  The  laying  or  paflage  ttklfisfucbj  as  can  hardly  be  ima^ 
gined  to  be  cited  or  tranfcribed  by  a  perfon  of  the  worth  and  cha^ 
raSier  of  Cietnens^  St^  Paulas  companion ;  it  is  not  likely  that 
he  fhould  have  any  regard  to  a  book  fo  filly,  impious,  anJ' 
ridiculous,  as  the  Gofpel  of  the  Egyptians  has  been  proved  to 
be ;  befides,  if  it  was  an  impoftifTe,  he  cannot  be  fuppofed  to 
be  ignorant  of  it :  once  more,  as  the  pafiage  itfelf  is  abfurd 
and  foolifli,  I  conclude^  he  would  never  have  urged  it  as  the 
words  of  Cbrift.  If  thereft>re  this^  Epiftle  was  really  wrote 
by  Clemens,  I  think  it  very  evident,  that  this  paflage  was  in- 
terpolated, or  perhaps  rather  added  to  the  end  of  it  i  for  diey 
are  the  laft  words  of  the  Epiftle,  and  an  imperfe<5l  fentence, 
making,  as  the  prefent  Archbifliop  of  Canterbury  fays  *y  an 

*  Preliminary  Difcourfe  to  his  Tranllation  of  the  Apoftolick  Fathers,^ 
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abrupt  conclufion :  and  this  is  the  more  probable,  becaufe  the 
Epiftle  ends  perfedtly  and  juftly  at  the  clofe  of  the  eleventh 
Chapter.  Nor  are  fuch  corruptions  unconnmon  in  the  writ- 
ings of  the  Fathers,  of  which  Mr.  Dailies  has  obferved  nnany 
inftances  ^;  and  among  which  Chofe,  v^ho  contend  for  the  ge« 
nuine  antiquity  of  the  firft  Epiftle  of  Clemens  to  the  Corin- 
diians,  are  willing  to  reckon  that  part  of  it^,  where  Danae 
and  Dirce,  two  noted  names  among  the  antient  Heathen  poetSy 
are  introdtued  among  the  Chrtftianfufferers. 

3*  Upon  the  whole,  I  look  upon  this  Epiftle  not  to  be  the 
writing  of  Clemens ^  butfome  one  after  his  time^  and  accordingly 
we  find  it  rqefted,  as  fpurious,  by  Eufebius  ^,  Jerome'*,  Pho- 
tius  %  and  others,  of  which  I  fliall  treat  ofiore  largely  hereafter. 
So  that  if  really  any  Apocryphal  Gofpel  was  cited  in  it,  it 
will  be  no  way  detrimental  to  the  credit  of  our  prefent  Canon, 

I  only  add,  that  even  the  paflage  itfelf  now  under  confider- 
ation,  if  it  really  was  taken  Out  of  the  Gofpel  of  the  Egyp- 
tians, by  the  author  of  the  Epiftle,  feems  no  mean  argument 
to  prove  the  Epiftle  itfelf  not  to  be  written  by  Clemens ;  for, 
as  it  is  unlikely  that  Clemens  ftiould  cite  fo  filly  a  book  as 
this  Gofpel  was,  fo  much  more  fo,  that  he  fliould  cite  this 
paflage,  the  apparent' defign  of  which,  and  indeed,  as  far  as  we 
know,  of  the  whole  Gofpel  (as  has  been  above  fiiewn.  Chap* 
XVI.  of  this  Part),  is  to  celebrate  perpetual  virginity,  and  the 
unlawfulnefs  of  marriage ;  a  do£lrine  which,  however  carefTed 
by  the  pretended  fucceflbrs  of  Clemens  in  the  Chair  of  Rome, 
1  believe,  was  never  contended  for  by  the  true  Clement,  who 
was  the  companion  of  St.  Paul,  but  a  notion  efpoufed  by  the 
Hereticks,  againft  which  St..  Paul  himfelf  more  than  once  has 
wrote.     See  i  Tim.  iv.  3.  and  Colofl*.  ii.  21. 

Befides  Barnabas  and  Clemens  Romanus,  Mr.  Dodwell 
and  Dr.  Mill  aflert  (as  above)  that  Ignatius,  Hermas,  and  Po- 
lycarp,  have  made  ufe  of  the  Apocryphal  Gofpels  in  common  with 
thofe  now  received',  but  in  thefe  inftances  they  are  more  egre- 

a  See  his  right  ufe  of  the  Fa-  «  Hift.  Eccl.L  3.  c.  38. 

thers.  *  Catalog.  Vir.illuftr.  in  Clert. 

b  Chap.  VI.  «  Biblioth.  Cod.  i»<>. 
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gioufly  miftaken  than  in  the  former ;  for  as  to  Hermas  and 
Polycarp,  I  do  affirm,  there  is  not  in  their  writings  one  paf- 
fage  different  from  our  prefent  Gofpels ;  nor  have  cither  of 
thefe  writers,  or  any  other  (that  I  know)  produced  fo  much 
as  one  example  \  and  as  to  Ignatius,  though  there  be  indeed 
in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Smyrnaeans^  c.  3.  a  Saying  afcribed  to 
Chrift,  which  is  fuppofed  by  Jerome  and  many  later  writers 
to  be  taken  out  of  the  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes  (which  I  have 
abov^  produced.  Chap.  XXVII.  of  this  Part),  yet  I  have 
there  proved  the  contrary,  and  that  the  paflage  was  not  taken 
out  of  any  Apocryphal  Gofpel  j  but  out  of  that  of  St.  Luke 
xxiv.  39* 

IX.  A  Hiftory  of  a  TP'oman  accufed  before  our  Saviour  of  many 
Crimes^  which  was  expounded  by  Papias.  See  Eufeb.  Hift. 
Eccl.  lib.  3.  c.  39. 

THIS  Papias  was,  as  I  have  above  fhewn,  a  difciplc  of 
St.  John,  and  an  acquaintance  of  Polycarp.  See  Ch*  XXVIL 
of  this  Part. 

What  this  Hiftory  was,  we  are  not  now  certain.  That 
which  makes  it  cotifiderable  here  is,  that  Eufebius  fays,  it  was 
in  the  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes^  though*  (as  I  have  largely 
proved  in  the  place  of  this  work  laft  cited)  Papias  did  not 
take  it  thence;  to  which  I  here  add,  that  it  has  been  thought 
by  feveral  learned  men,  that  it  is  no  other  than  the  hijiory  of 
the  adulterous  woman,  which  is  in  St.  John's  Gofpel^  ch.  viii» 
i,&c.  So  Erafmuss  Sixtus  Senenfisb,  Bez^S  Grotius'', 
Father  Sknon  %  Dr.  Hammond  S  and  many  others ;  and  in- 
deed the  opinion  is  fo  probable,  that  I  have  not  met  with  any 
thing  that  is  urged  againft  it,  except  that  the  woman  men- 
tioned by  Papias  was  accufed  before  our  Saviour  of  many 
crimes  (iw*  mX^^ctXs  i/Aa^xiaK  ^»«(?Xry^£(<TfljO  but  the  woman  men- 
tioned by  St.  John  is  only  accufed  of  adultery.     This  is  urged 

«  Annot.  in  Joh.  vln.  3.  '^  Critic.    Hiftor.   of   the  New 

h  Biblioth.  Sana.  lib.  7.  P.59S.  Teft.  par.  i.  c.  7.  P- 67  Scji. 

«  Annot.  in  Joh.  vii.  5^.  '  Annot*  in  Juh.  vii,  5^. 
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by  Baronius  a,  arid  Dr.  Whitby  ^  ;  the  latter  of  whom,  for 
this  reafon,  fuppofes,  that  Y2.^\z%fpeah  of  the  woman  of  Sama* 
via ;  wbo^  faith  he,  was  accufed  of  many  fuch  fins ^  But  to  this 
it  is  eafy  to  anfwer :  either, 

1.  That  the  Evangelifts  do  not  alwap  relate  all  the  circum- 
fiances  of  afiory^  as  is  well  known  ;  and  fo  perhaps  the  wo- 
man might  be  accufed  of  fome  other  crimes,  which  St.  Joha 
has  not  mentioned :  or, 

2.  Adultery  being  a  complicated  crime ^  which  included f eve- 
ral  other Sy  might  be  very  juftly  thus  expreffed  by  Papias  in 
his  Commentaries :  or, 

3.  Perhaps  it  may  not  be  an  unjuft  tranflation,  if  we  ren- 
der ic(^KKttXs  ofjMprwt  great  fins  J  rather  than  many  fins ;  and  in 
this  fenfe  the  words  might  be  very  juftly  ufed  for  the  crime  of 
adultery ;  and  that  the  word  voXvi  is  thus  often  ufed  to  denote 
magnitude^  as  well  as  multitude^  I  dare  afErm,  and  am  able  to 
prove  by  many  inftances.     However, 

4.  Nothing  can  be  more  extravagant  than  Dr.  Whitby's 
conjeflure,  that  the  woman  fpoken  of  by  Papias,  and  that  of  Sa^ 
maria,  were  the  fame y  becaufe^  fays  he,  they  were  both  accufed 
of  many  crimes  j  for  it  does  not  appear,  that  the  woman  of  Sa- 
maria was  ever  accufed  before  Chrift  of  any  crimes  at  alU 
See  the  Hiftory,  Joh.  iv. 

Upon  the  whole  I  conclude,  that  the  fame  hiftory  which 
was  virritten  by  John  was  expounded  by  Papias ;  whence  there 
is  farther  evidence  of  that  which  I  have  above  proved  (Chap. 
XXVIL),  that  Papias  did  not  ufe  the  Gofpel  of  the  Naza- 
renes. 

Whether  this  hifl:ory  of  the  adulterous  woman,  in  the 
eighth  chapter  of  St.  John,  be  a  genuine  part  of  bis  writings 
or  an  interpolation  out  of  the  Gofpel  of  the  Naxarenes^  I  fliall 
not  take  upon  me  here  to  enquire ;  that  queftion  belonging 
rather  to  the  text,  than  the  Canon  of  the  New  Teftament.. 
It  is  certain  that  it  is  wanting  in  the  Syriack  Verfion,  and 
moft  antient  manufcripts ;  of  which  fee  above,  Chap.  XVIL 

•  Aimal.  ad  Ann.  Chr.  99.  N.  *•  Aimot.  in  Joh.  viii.  9. 

9.  apud  Simon.  Loc.  cit. 
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and  Dr.  Mill's  Notes  on  the  place.  He  who  has  a  mind  t6 
read  more  on  this  may  confute  Erafinus,  Grotius,  Beza,  Si« 
moHy  Hammond,  Whitby,  and  efpecially  Dr.  Mill,  in  Ae 
places  above  cited. 


X.  -^Difcourfe  afcribed  to  Chriji  by  PapiaSj  andfime  others^ 
who  converfed  with  St.  John  the  ApoJiUy  prefervid  in  Ire-* 
naus  adv..  Haref.  lib.  5.  cap,  3  j. 


Fracdifb  itaque  benedidio  ad 
tempera  regni  fine  contradic- 
tione  pcrtinet,  quando  regna- 
bunt  jufti  furgentes  a  mor- 
tuis :  quando  et  creatura  re- 
novata  ct  liberata  multitudi- 
ncm  fruftificabit  univerfae  ef- 
cse,  ex  rore  coeli  et  ex  ferti- 
litate  terrae :  quemadmodum 
Prcfbyteri  metninerunt,  qui 
Joannem  Difcipulum  Domini 
'  viderunt,  audifle  fe  ab  eo, 
quemadmodum  dctemporibus 
illis  docebat  Dominus,  et  di- 
cebat :  Venient  dies,  in  qui- 
bus  vineae  nafccntur,  (ingulae 
decern  millia  palmitum  ha- 
bentes,  et  in  uno  palmitedena 
millia  brachiorum,  et  in  uno 
vero  palmitrf  dena  millia  fla- 
gellorum,  et  in  unoquoque 
flagello  dena  millia  botruum, 
et  in  unoquoque  botro  dena 
millia    acinorum,  et   unum- 


The  aforementioned  blefling 
(viz.  the  blefling  of  Ifaac  on 
his  fon  Jacob,  Gen.  xxvii. 
17,  28.)  undoubtedly  relates 
to  the  times  of  that  king-r 
dom,  in  which  the  righteous 
fhall  reign  after  their  refur- 
reftion  from  the  dead  5  when 
the  creature  being  made  new, 
and  delivered  from  bondage 
(fee  Rom.  viii.  2r,  &c.),  fhall 
produce  prodigious  quantities 
of  all  forts  of  food,  through 
the  dews  of  heaven  and  the 
fruitfulnefs  of  the  earth.  A- 
greeable  to  which  the  Elders, 
who  faw  John  the  Difciple  of 
our  Lord,  have  related,  that 
they  heard  him  declare  what 
the  Lord  faid  concerning  thofe 
times,  viz.  That  he  faid  (the 
following  words),  The  days 
will  come^  in  which  there  will 
fpring  up  vine 5 y  each  ofrohich 


flmllhavetenthoufandbranches^ 
und  every  cne  ^fthefe  branches-  Jhall  have  ten  thoufand  lejfer 
branches^  ahd  every  one  of  thefe  branches  Jhall  have  ten  thou- 
fand twigs  ^  and  every  one  of  th^e  twigs  Jhall  have  ten  thou- 
fand clufiers  of  grapes^   and  every  ^lu/}er  of  grapes .  Jhall 
■  •'•  -  have 
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qnodque  acinum  expreflum 
dabic  Tiginti  quinque  metre- 
tas  vini.  £t  cum  eorum  ap- 
prehenderit  aliquis  fanc5)x)runi 
botrimi^  alius  clamabit :  Bo- 
trus  ego  melior  fum,  me 
fume ;  per  me  Dominum  be- 
nedic.  Similiter  et  granum 
tritici  decern  millia  fpicarum 
generaturum,  et  unamquam- 
que  fpicam  habituram  decern 
miilia  granorum,  et  unum- 
quodque  granum  quinque  bi- 
libres  iimilx  clarae  mundae ; 
et  reliqua'autem  poma  et  fe- 
mina,  et  herbam  fecundum 
congruentiam  iis  confequen- 
tem :  et  omnia  aiiimalia  iis 
cibis  otentia  qux  a  terra  ac- 
cipiuntur, pacifica  et  confen- 
tanea  invicem  fieri)  fubje^b 
hominibus  cum  omni  fubjcc- 
done. 


havi  ten  thoufand  grapes,  and 

every  grape^  when  it  isprejfed^ 

Jball  yield  five  and  twenty  mea- 

fures  *  tff  win^  i  and  when  any 

of  the  Saints,  Jball  lay  hold 

upon  one  ofthefe  clujlers^  an-* 

other  Jhall  cry  out,  I  am  a 

better  clujler  than  thee^  take 

me  J  and  by  me  blefs  the  Lord*, 

in  like  manner ^  one  grain  of 

wheat  Jhall  bring  forth  ten 

thoufand  earSy  and  every  ear 

Jhall  have  ten  thoufand  grains^ 

and  every  grain  Jhall  yield  ten 

pound  of  neat  mealy  and  in  a 

like  proportion  to  thefe  Jhall  be 

the  product  of  apples  andfeeds^ 

and  herbs  according  to  their 

kinds y  andalfo  all  animals ^  who 

feed  upon  thefe  foodsy  which 

are  the  produce  of  the  earth, 

Jhall   be   peaceable^  agreeing 

with  each  other^  and  in  a  moji 

perfeii  fuhje&ion  to  men. 


Thefe  things,  fays  Irenaeus^,  are  related  by  Papias,  a 
hearer  of  John,  and  acquaintance  of  Polycarp,  in  the  fourth 
book  of  his  work. 


XL  Another  Hiftory  and  Saying  of  Chrifi^  in  the  fame  place  of 

the  fame  author. 


Etadjecitdicens,  Haec  autem 
credibilia  funt  credentibus*  £t 
Juda,  inquit,  proditore  non 


And  he  farther  adds  (viz.  Pa- 
pias),  faying  -,  but  Judas,  fays 
he^  who  betrayed  him,  did  not 


»  The  word  Metretas  is  ufed      Mofes  and  Aaron. 
Joh.  ii.  6.  and  contained  at  leaft  ^  Loc.  jam  cit. 

x8o  gallons  of  wine.  See  Godwin's 

Ee  4 


believe 
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credente,  et  intcrrogante  ;  believe  theft  things,  but  en« 
^omodo  trgo  tales  genitura  quired,  How  the  Lord  could 
a  Domino  perficientur  ?  dix-  bring  about  fuch  an  incnafe  ? 
liTe  Dominum,  Fidebunt  qui  The  Lord  replied.  They  who 
venient  in  ilia.  arrive  to  thatftate  (or  come 

'  to  that  kingdom)  Jhallfee^ 

Thefe  two  pa{&ges  feem  indeed  probably  enough  to  have 
been  in  fome  antient  Apocryphal  Gofpel,  were  it  not  that  Ire* 
naeus  intimates  they  were  received  by  tradition;  and  Papias 
d^alt  muph  in  fuch  ftorics,  as  Eufebio^  informs  us  ^.  I  fuppofe 
I  need  be  at  no  pains  to  prove  that  thefe  were  not  the  words 
of  Chrift  ;  and  I  cannot  but  wonder  Dr.  Grabe  ihould  make 
any  difficulty  of  difbelieving  the  tradition  ^.  I  will  only  make 
two  or  three  brief  remarks  on  this  head. 

Firft,  That  the  doSirine  of  the  Millennium^  or  ChriJPs  per* 

final  reign  on  earthy  feems  to  owe  its  original  to  Papias*     So 

Eufebius  exprefsly  fays  ^ ;  and  perhaps  on  this  account  we  meet 

with  the  title  of  Papianijla  among  the  hereticks  in  Juftinian's 

Code,. lib.  i.  tit.  v.  leg.  5. 

Secondlyj  The  generality  of  the  antient  Cl?rijlians  fell  into 
this  opinion*     So  Eufebius  exprefsly  faith  ^, 

Thirdly,  Papias  feems  to  have  borrowed  it  from  the  yews.y 
for  it  is  well  known,  and  even  from  the  Gofpels,  that  diey 
had  the  expedlations  of  a  temporal  kingdom  from  the  MeiHas ; 
and  their  oldeft  writings  aiTure  us,  they  expeAed  fuch  &ings 
in  [it,  as  Papias  and  his  followers  did.  See  Galatin.  Arcan* 
Catthol.  Verit.  1.  10.  c.  4. 

.  Fourthly,  It  feems  Very  probable,  that  as  Papias  was  the'' 
'  author  of  this  doftrine,  fo  of  this  paffage  afcribed  to  Chrift^ 
and  calculated  to  fupport  it  % 


«  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  3,jC.  39.  .     «*  Ibid. 

b  Spicileg.  Patr.  t.  2.  p.  231.  '  See  Dr.  Whitby>  Trcatife  of 

«  Hift.  EccL  1.  3.  c.  39.  the  •Millennium. 
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XIL  A  Saying  afirtbed  to  Chrtft  by  Jujlin  Martyr.    Dialog* 

cum  Tryph.  Jud.  p.  267. 

Ato   >t«*  0   vf^he^©*  Kufto^  Wherefore  our  Lord  Jefiis 

•luw  Xfififf  fTTTW,  'Ey.oti  £v  Chrift  hath  faid:  In  whatfo^ 

u>«c   x«r(tXa'e«,    I,,    raroif  ^^^^  [aftions]  IJhaflfindyou, 

^        *-  iy  /A^OT  alfo  I  will  judge  yotu 

This  is  a  very  noted  pafiage,  and  has  been  not  only  cited  in 
feveral  of  the  antient  books,  but  taken  notice  of  by  feveral  of 
the  moderns,  infomuch  that  for  this  reafon  Juftin  is  reputed  to 
have  made  ufe  of  the  Apocryphal  books.  Every  body  knows 
ifays  Cafaubona)  that  Juft'tn  Martyr  and  the  other  Fathers 
have  frequently  ^appealed  to  Apcryphal  hooks  \  but  I  know  not 
one  inftance  which  has  been  affigned  for  the  proof  of  this^ 
befides  the  pafTage  which  we  are  now  upon.  It  requires 
therefore  confideriation,  and  the  mcn-e,  becaufe  JuftiU)  being 
one  of  the  firft  Chriftian  writers  whofe  works  are  extant,  his 
re)e£i:ing.  all  other  books  befides  thofe  now  received,  is  a 
mighty  confirmation  of  our  prefent  Canon.  But  I  come  to 
the  pailage,  and  to  enquire  what  has  been  faid  of  it. 

I.  Langus  (Juftin's  Latin  tranflator]  propofes  two  con« 
jeflures  concerning  this  pafiage,  viz.  either  that  it  is  a  cita-m 
tion  offome  words  of  Chriji  which  are  in  John  v.  Luke  xii. 
and  xix*  and  more  regard  had  to  the  fenfe  and  meaning  of 
thofe  places,  than  the  words  ;  or  elfe  that  it  was  taken  out  of 
Some  Apocryphal  book  *>. 

The,  laft  of  thefe  conjedures  I  (hall  prefently  examine 
largely ;  as  to  the  firft,  viz.  that  the  pdjfage  is  an  allufion  to 
fome  words  of  Chrifl ;  I  obferVe,  that  though  perhaps  it  may 
not  exadUy  be  the  cafe,  yet  it  is  not  very  abfurd ;  indeed  I 
know  not  certainly  what  places  in  the  Evangelifts  Langus  re- 
fers to,  becaufe  he  only  cites  the  chapters  at  large,  and  not 
the  verfess  but  I  fuppofe  he  meant  thofe,  John  v.  27—30* 


*  Exercit.  adv.  Baron.  Annal.         ^  Vld.  Sylburg.  Axmot.  In  Loc. 
p.  54,  Juftin, 

and 
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and  thofe  in  Luke  xix.  ii— ;27.  in  which  places  there  is  a 
plain  declaration  that  Cbrift,  who  is  conftituted  judge,  would 
be  no  refpefter  of  perfoits,  but  deal  to  every  man  according  to 
his  w*orks.  And  this  is  the  undoubted  meaning  of  the  Sapng 
ih  Juftin,  I  fay  therefore,  this  conjedlurc  is  not  very  ab- 
Turd,  becaufe  the  Fathers  ufually  dtc  thus  eompendioufly. 
But  there  fecms  to  be  this  againft  it,  that  the  paflage  is  in  the 
fame  words  in  many  of  the  Fathers  ;  and  it  is  hardly  pro- 
bable that  they  fliould  paraphrafe  the  fame  way. 

2.  Dr.  Cave  *  fuppofes  it  taken  out  of  the  Apocryphal 
Gofpel  of  the  Na%arenes* 

3.  Dr.  Grabc  is  of  this  fame  opinion  ^, 

4.  Dr.  Fell  in  his*  notes  on  the  fame  faying  of  Chrift,  which 
ii  in  §.  40.  of  the  little  book  of  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  encL* 
tied,  ^UTs  Dives  faheiur^  lays,  Clemens  took  it  out  of  feme  Apo» 
ci'yphal  GofpeL 

*    Butagainfl  this  opinion  I  argue, 

.  I,  'That  yifiin  does  not  in  any  other  pari  of  his  writings  cite 
•r  take  any  thing  out  of  any  Jpocryphal  book  5  and  therefore  it  U 
furprijing  he  Jhonld  do  it  here.  He  cites  our  prefent  Canon^ 
and  particularly  our  four  Gofpels,  continually  j  I  dare  fiiy, 
above  200  times ;  and  is  it  likely  he  (hould  appeal  to  an  Apo- 
cryphal Gofpel  in  this  one  plate,  and  efpecially  when  he  might 
hkvt  found  that  which  was  eqtially  to  his  purpofe  in  ours  ?  I 
leave  the  reader,  who  is  unprejudiced,  to  judge. 

II.  It  18  probable  Jttjiin  Martyr  took  this  faJJUtge  out  ^fthe 
Prophecy  fff  Exechiel^  and  that  he  did  not  himfelf  prefise  to  it  the 
words  J  'o  ^/AiTi^^  Kt'p<^  *i»jctS?  x«»ro?  ilw*^  i.  e.  our  Lord  jfefus, 
tariff faidf  but  only  fCvV^  ^^'r*^  ^'  ^^^'i  *^^*  fi^^y  and  that 
fbmc  fcrtbe  ignorantly  imagining  thefc  to  be  the  words  of 
Chriflr,  infcrted  in  his  copy  the  vroris  hf^irt^  and  'iv^S?  Xpiroc, 
'  Firfiy  For  the  proof  of  this  /  appeal  to  the  context^  orferies 
rfyu/iin*s  difiourfe.  In  which  a  qucftion  is  deb^d  between 
Juftin  and  Trypho,  whether  the  Ebionites,  or  fuch  who  pro* 
fcSed  £aith  in  Chrift,  and  obedience  to  the  Ceremonial  Lair^ 
could  be  faved.    Juftin  declares  he  thought  they  might,  if 

*  Hift.  Liter.  inMatth.  p.  8.  k  Spicileg.  Patr.  t.  i.  p.  327. 

they 
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they  did  not  endeavour  to  pervert  the  Gentiles  to  their  opi^ 
nion,  but  that  thofe  of  the  Jews  who  denied  Chrift,  though 
they  lived  according  to  the  Mofaick  law,  could  not  be  laved 
^without  repentance  in  this  life ;  for,  fays  he,  the  goodnefs  of 
God  is  fuch,  that  he  will  accept  thofe  who  are  truly  penitent, 
as  he  declares  by  Ezechiel,  but  rejeft  thofe  who  perfift  in  their 
wickednefs.  Then  follows  the  paffage  we  are  about,  Where- 
fore  the  Lord  faith  3  which  alfo  fqllows  in  Ezechiel  in  that 
4>lace  which  Juftin  refers  to  s  fee  Ezech.  xviii.  26 — 3a  And 
•  indeed  it  is  remarkable,  that  this  30th  verfe  is  now  in  the  Sep- 
tuagint  Verfion  more  like  the  words  of  this  paffage  than  any 
.of  the  preceding  are  to  what  Juftin  cites,  as  will  appear  by 

comparing  theoi  (^'Exorov  x«ra  rttv  l^lv  dvrv  x.pi»u  tffjiat;^  }Jyei  Kv- 

fi^).  Nor  wpuld  it  be  at  all  ftrange,  if  there  were  a  much 
greater  dtfierence,  confidering  how  unlike  the  prefent  copies 
of  the  Greek  Verfion  are  to  thofe  in  Juftin's  time,  and  partir 
cularly  to  Juftin's  own  copy  of  that  tranflation  ;  which  every 
one  who  has  read  Juftiii  cannot  but  obferve  with  furprife;  and 
diofe  who  have  not  may  fee  in  Vaillant's  Differtation  con- 
cerning the  places  in  the  New  Teftament  cited  out  of  the 
Old,  and  Archbifhop  Uiher's  Syntagm.  de  Septuagint.  Interpb 
c.  4*  p.  42,  &c«     But, 

Secondly,  That  whidi  feems  to  put  the  matter  paft  aB 
doubt  is,  that  Clemens  Alexandrinus^  citing  the  fame  paflagei 
exprefsly  cites  it  as  the  words  ofG'od  the  Father^  and  not  tf 
Chrijiy  having  juft  before  alfo  quoted  the  preceding  verfes  in 
Ezechiel.  This  Dr.  Grabe  has  alfo  obferved,  which  mak'e^ 
it  fomewhat  unaccountable  that  he  ihould  in  the  very  fame 
paragraph  fuppofe  it  taken  out  of  the  Gofpel  oi  the  'Naza^- 
renes. 

Thirdly^  Confldering  the  feries  of  Juftin's  difix>urfe,  // 
would  have  hetn  very  abfurdfor  him  to  have  cited  a  faying  of 
Cbriji  to  flop  the  mouth  of  Trypbo^  who  was  a  Je^j  and  there* 
fore  would  yield  no  regard  tp  it,  efpecially  when  he  had  feve-- 
ral  paffages  in  the  books  of  the  .Old  Teftament,  which  his 
adverfary  owned,  to  have  produced,  which  were  as  much  to 

*  InLib*  QuisOives  falvetur,  §•  40,    ' 

bis 
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Jiis  purpofe,  and  resJIy  more  particularly  expreiTed  his  mind^ 
than  aiiy  words  in  the  New. 

XIII.  J  Hiftory  of  Chrlji's  Baptiffn^etated  by  Jujlin  Mar^ 
iyr.    Dialog,  cum  Tryph,  Jud-  p.  315. 

Ka*  TOTf  tXbivr^  ra  'Intra  And  when  Jefus  came  to  the 
Im  riy  ■  "lo^fxynv  Troraju^oV,  river  Jordan,  where  John  was 
*f  a    « 't    '        i/^'      ^'^    .«       baptifme:*  as  Jefus  was  de- 

fv  /    ^       -  »T     -*   »  >      \  fcendin?  into  the  water*  afire 

T£XjoyT(^    Tn    lyitra   ett*    to  z-    11  j  •    cv     t           a     • 

w             ;     ^      ,  ,  CL     »       -  *^^^  kindled  in  Jordan.     And 

vJcp,  jcai  TiTue  a^rj^^u  iy  y.  ,;,hen  te  came  out  of  the  wa- 

'lof  j^jt'i/vj.  Ka»  dya^S^y-r^  «u-  ter,  the  Apoffles  of  this  our 

t5    aVa  t5  u^ar®^,  cJf  wf  *  Chrift  have  wrote,  that  the 

ciTtpiy     TO    iyioy     •srviVfAOt  Holy  Ghofl  did  alight  iip$n  him 

i7ri7rw«»  Jtt'  auTov,  gyf axj/ai^  ^'^   (or  in  the   form    of)    « 

•t    ATToroXo*    aura    rsra   t«  •^•^•» 

That  which  is  peculiar  in  this  relation,  and  not  in  our  Gof- 
pels,  isy  that  afire  is /aid  to  be  kindled  in  "Jordan^  when  Chrifl 
was  going  down  into  the  river  to  be  baptifed  j  and  fomething 
rf  the  fame  nature  we  find  there  was  in  the  Gofpel  of  the  Ebi- 
cnites,  or  Nazarenes,  viz.  that  at  Chrift's  baptifm  after  the 
defcent  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  and  the  voice  from  heaven,  a  great 
light  Jhone  around  the  place.  (See  the  paflagc  at  large  out  of 
Epiphanius,  in  the  foregoing  Part,  Chap.  XXV.  Numb.  11.) 
On  this  account  fome  learned  men  have  imagined  this  hiftory 
to  have  been  taken  by  Juftin  Martyr  out  of  this  Apocryphal 
Gofpel.  Thus  thought  a  certain  learned  friend  of  Mr.  Dod- 
well  s  and  Dr.  Mill  ^  j  but  herein  they  are  moft  evidently 
miftaken,  becaufe  Juftin's  account,  and  that  in  the  Ebionite 
Gofpel  do  fo  very  much  difagree  in  circumftances.  Juftin 
relates,  that  as  Chriji  was  defcending  into  the  river^  the  fire 
was  kindledy  and  then  after  that  was  the  defcent  of  the  Holy 


•  Diflirt.  in  Iren.  ii.  §  9.  Prolegoni.  §.  269,  &  766. 

b  Annot.  m  Ma^t,  iii«  x6.  & 
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Ghojlj  and  tht  voice  from  heaven :  on  the  contrary,  this  Gofpel; 
faith)  that  the  light  was  not  till  after  Cbriji  had  afcended  out  of 
the  uoater^  and  the  Spirit  had  defcendedy  and  the  voice  came 
down  from  heaven*    Befidcs,  if  we  look  carefully  into  the 
parages, 'we  fhall  eaiily  perceive  they  are  different,  hot  only 
becaufe  of  the  di&greement,  as  has  been  faid,  in  point  of  time, 
which  there  is  between  them,  but  becaufe  the  fubjei£b  are 
quite  different.      The  one  fpeaks  of  a  fire  kindled  in  the 
river  \  the  other  of  a  great  light  encircling  or  Jhining  around 
all  the  place ;  which  are  two  things  fo  different,  that  I  fup- 
pde,  if  this  had  been  obferved,  no  one  would  have  imagined 
that  Juftin  took  his  account  out  of  the  Ebionite  Gofpel.  Bat 
ferther,  he  who. will  be  at   the  pains  to  confider  what  opinion 
Juflin  had  of  the  EhioniteSj  and  their  fcheme »,  will  hardly  per- 
fwade  himfelf  that  Father  made  ufe  of  their  idle  and  filly  Apo- 
cryphal books.     Nor  is  there  any  thing  that  I  have  feen  to  be 
urged  on  the  other  fide,  befides  what  Dr.  Mill  gathers  from 
the  words  ty^a^M  cc7rir9?<oiy  i.  e.  the  Apojiles  (fpeaking  of  fe ve- 
ra! of  them)  wrote  this^  that  Juftin  referred  to  the  Gofpel  of 
the  twelve  Jpoffles^  which  was  the  fame  with  that  of  the  Ebi- 
onites,  or  Nazarenes.     But  it  is  eafy  to  anfwer,  that  thefe 
words,  the  Apoftles  wrotCy  refpeft  only  the  latter  part  of  the 
fenfe,  viz.  the  Holy  Ghoft's  alighting  upon  Chrift  in  the  form 
of  a  dove,  and  not  the  former,  becaufe  the  verb  \mvnifxi  is  in 
the  infinitive  moodf  but  the  other  verbs  are  in  the  third  per- 
fon  J  and  for  this  reafon  Dr.  Grabe  b,  from  whom  Dr.  Mill 
borrowed  this  argument,  rejefts  it,  as  not  fufHcient  to  prove 
Ae  point.     That  therefore  which  feems  moft  probable  iipon 
the  whole  is,  that  this  circumftance  at  our  Saviour's  baptifm 
was  related  by  Juftin  only  as  what  he  had  received  by  tradi- 
tion ;  and  if  I  miftake  not,  this  was  founded  upon  that  pajfage 
tn  three  of  our  Evangelifisy  viz.  that  the  heavens  were  opened*, 
by  which  I  know  not  what  elfe  can  be  underflood  befides 
ibme  lucid  phaenomenon  in  the  air.     *^  II  femble  que  les 


•  Dialog,  cum  Tjyph-  Jud.  p.  **  Spicileg.  Patr.  torn.  x.  p.  19, 

*^5>&c.  20. 
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^*  nuage$  s'ecarterent  tout  d'un  coup,  ct  qu^une  fiamme  de* 
^  Tcendit  de  rentre-deux.  Au  moins  lc8  homines  ne  peu« 
^  vent  pas  voir  une  autre  ouverture  du  ciel,  et  Pon  difoit 
^  cornmunement)  que  le  del  s^ouvroit^  lors  que  cela  am* 
^  voit^:'^  It  is  prcbable  that  the  clouds  dividid  fudienfy^  and 
that  a  fleam  of  fire  dejcended  fnan  between  tbenu  Qtbermfi 
nun  could  not  poffiblyfee  any  opening  of  the  heaven  ;  hefides^  we 
commonly  fay^  the  heavens  are  opened^  when  there  is  fucb  a  pha^ 
nomenon  in  them.  Hence  it  might  eafily  pafs  into  a  common 
opinion,  that  there  was  a  fire  at  our  Saviour's  baptifm ;  which, 
with  the  addition  of  one  circumftance,  is  the  fame  as  Juftin 
(ays. 

It  is  neceilary  here  to  add,  that  this  fame  hiftory  was  aUb 
in  the  Apocryphal  book,  entitled,  TJje  Preaching  of  Paul  and 
Peter^  in  the  paifage  above  produced.  Chap.  XXX.  Numb.  7* 
and  feems  to  be  referred  to  in  the  Latin  poem  of  Juvencu& 
upon  the  Gofpels  thus  ; 

Mac  memorans  vitreas  penetrahat  flumints  undasy 
Surgenti  maiiifejla  Dd  frafentia  claret. 

And  Dr.  Mill  informs  us  alfo^  that  it  is  to  be  found  in  a  very 
antient  Manufcript  at  Paris* 

XIV-    A  Hiftory  of  Chrijl^  in  his  younger  years  in  Juftin 
Martyr^  Dialog,  cum  Tryph^  Jud.  p,  316* 

Kai  jaS'oi/t^  tS  'I»i(r8  ittI  And  when  Jefus  came  to 
Tov  *Iof  Axp^vj  xai  vo/A*^o/5*£»/8     Jordan,  and  was  reputed  the 

*I«(r7j9  T?  T^Tovcc  u;? .  uVo^'f-     ^°"  ^f  J^^^P'^  '1^^  carpenter, 
>««.'«      c       e  and   makins:  a  mean  figure 

X  ,   ,  ,      ^    ^  (either  m  relpedt  of  his  per- 

^ ^         ^         ^  ^       r     5  fon  or  garb)  as  the  Scriptures 

te'xtovo?    v^^i^o^^v*--     raura  have  foretold,  (fee  Ifa,  liii.  i.) 

yif  ra  Tfxrowxa  fcgya  flj-  and  himfelf  was  efteemed  a 

ya^£T«  c»  dv^^diroiq  wv,  ajo-  czrpentcr^  for  he  woried^when 

r^ot  xai  ^uy«,  Jta  tjjtwv  xal  ^^  «^«^  ^'''^  ^»  /ar/A,  at  the 

m 

*  Cleric.  Annot.  in  Mat.  ili.  16. 

carper.ter''s 
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W  riff  Jixwwffvvnf  o'vfA^^'^*     carpir.ter^s     irade^      making 

isfc,)*i  thus  making  a  pattern 
of  righteouihelS)  and  a  labo« 
rious  life. 

There  is  at  this  day  extant  a  Gofpel  of  tbi  Infancy  rf  our 
Saviour  (of  which  more  hereafter),  in  which  we  read  of  the 
adions  and  miracles  of  Chrift,  during  the  interval  of  his  mi-i 
nority,  and  particularly  of  his  working  with  his  father  in  the 
carpenter's  trade.    Accordingly,  Chap.  XXXVIII.  we  read, 
that  Jofepb  took  him  along  with  him  to  all  the  places  where  he 
was  fent  for  to  do  bufmefs^  to  make  gates  and  milk-pails^  and 
fieves^  and  trunks^  and  that  when  Jofeph  intended  to  make  any 
thing  longer  or  Jhorter^  wider  or  narrower^  asfoon  as  Chrijl  put 
bis  band  to  the  work^  it  was  in/iantly  done^  according  to  Jo^ 
feph^s  intention^  fo  that  he  had  indeed  hut  little  occajion  to  worij 
net  being  very  dexterous  at  his  trade.     It  may  perhaps  be 
thought,  Juftin  took  what  he  fays  out  of  fome  fuch  Apocryphal 
books  \  but  inafmuch  as  this  book  was  a  forgery  long  after 
Juftin's  time, and  it  does  not  appear,  there  was  any  fuch  book 
in  his  time,  it  is  much  more  probable,  either  that  he  relate9 
only  what  he  had  received  by  tradition,  or  elfe  that  what  he 
here  (kith,  was  his  glofs  upon  thofe  words  of  Mark,  c.  vi*  3. 
in  which  Cbrift  is  called  by  his  own  townfmen  0  TiMT«^  tb« 
carpenter.     Origen  indeed  afferts*,  that  it  is  m  whereto  bg 
read  in  the  Gofpels  received  by  the  Churches^  that  Chrijl  was  a 
carpenter  \  which  he  never  would  fo  poiitively  have  afTerted 
againft  Celfus,  bantering  our  Saviour  becaufe  he  was  a  car- 
penter by  trade,  unlefs  he  was  well  alTured  cf  the  fa<5t.    It  is 
probable  therefore  Chrift  was  not  called  tixtwi-,  the  carpenter^ 
in  any  copies  of  St.  Mark  which  Origen  had  feen  \  and  ac- 
cordingly, I  obfcrve,  firft.  That  in  the  parallel    place  in 
St.  Matthew,  c.  xiii.  55.  he  is  not  called  rixxtavi  but  t/xtovo?  vS?^ 
not  the  carpenter^  but  the  carpenter's  fon.     Secondly,  That 

»    Ov^A/Mtt    ran   l»  TAUp  JxjiXij«rt«ic       ^ncojq   Ivetyiy^vretL     Contfr   Celf* 

many 


V 
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many  anticnt  Manufcripts,  in  this  place  of  Nfark»  mftead  of 
rUrm^  read  o  T»  rixroFOf  vio;,  VIZ.  the  carpenter* s  fon.  It  is  not 
to  my  prefent  purpofe  to  make  any  enquiries  into  the  life  of 
Chrift,  before  his  publick  tniniftryi  it  is  generally  thvught^  as 
Juftinfays,  that  he  followed  his  father*  s  trade  of  carpentry.  So 
£rafmus^,  Eftius''*^  Chemnitius%  Grotius%  Lightfoot^, 
Dr.  Cave  **,  and  many  others* 

Thus  much  concerning  Juftin  Martyr,  till  whofe  time  there 
is  the  greateft  reafon  to  conclude  the  facred  text  of  the  New 
Teftament  continued  very  pure  and  incorrupt ;  foon  after  the 
Hereticks  of  thofib  times  made  many  and  large  interpolations 
and  additions  to  it  \  fuch  as  Marcion,  Valentinus,  and  others, 
whereby  they  frequently  make  both  Chrift  and  his  Apoftles  to 
fpeak  what  they  judged  moft  agreeable  to  their  own  fenti- 
jnents.  It  would  be  endlefs  to  colle£):  all  thefe,  nor  would  it 
be  of  any  fervice  in  fettling  the  Canon,  and  indeed  but  little 
in  fettling  the  true  reading  of  the  text ;.  Irenaeus  and  Tertul- 
lian  have  mentioned. feveral  of  them  ;  Epiphanius  has  made  a 
large  collection  of  Marcion's  alterations  in  the  Gofpel  of 
Luke,  and  St.  Paul's  Epiftles.  I  (hall  think  it  fuflicient  to 
produce  the  following  remarkable  inftance  of  an  addition  to 
the  Gofpel  hiftory  made  by  the  Gnofticks  in  the  fecond  cen- 
tury, and  perhaps  afterwards  inferted  in  fome  Apocryphal 
Gofpel.  The  inftance  I  mean  is  that  out  of  Irenseus  adv. 
Haeref.  lib.  i.  c.  17.  Sipeaking  of  the  Gnofticks,  and  their 
ipurious  Scriptures,  he  adds, 

nfoo-7rafaXajw,Sai/8(ri  i\  fif  They  have  alfo  forged  this 
tSto  Y.(lv.it)fo  TO  pxik»pyy\[ji'OCy  falfe  ftory,  that  our  Lord 
«j  T8   KufiH  ra  Six  tS  ^i-     (when  he  was  a  child,  and 

learning   his   Alphabet*)   of 


*  Annot.  in  Matt.  xiii.  55.  ct  «  Harmon,    of  the  New  Tcft. 
Mar.  vi.  3.  §.8.  in  fine. 

^    In  Pifficil.  Loc.  Script,   ad  ^  Hiltor.  Literal,  in  Chrift. 

Mar.  vi.  3.  *  This  parenthcfis  I  iiave  added 

«    Haroion.    Evang«l.    vol.    3.  out  of  the  old  Latin  tranflation; 

p.  587.  the  Greek  is  preferved  in  Epipha- 

*  Annot.  in  Matt.  xiii.  55.  mus,  Haeref.  34..  §.  x8. 

his 
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^&«c  c3'oc  sr«Vf  i'^l  £xf»9  i" 

SftTTs  Ti  ifs  ro  aXtpxj  xai  Tor£ 

roi   £^0}  TI   ifl   TO  pilTfiK.       Kdtft 

T8T0  l^uysvTai  »$  aurs  ju.ov8 
TO  ayi^o^roy  liriro^iAivTiy  1 1^«- 

viflOCtV  iu    TW   TUTT/U  T8   aX^X^ 


433^ 

his  ichoolmafier,  when  he 
&ici  to  him,  as  is  ufual,7Sr|^  A; 
Chrift  anTwered  A;  again, 
when  the  ms^fter  bid  him  fay 
B,  the  Lord  bid  to  him.  Da 
you  firft  tell  me  whMt  A  isy 
and  then  I  will  tell  you  what 
B  is.  And  tfais.they  fo  e3(' 
pound,  as  if  he  alone  under- 
ftood  the  myftery  revealed 
in  the  letter  A. 


This  paflage  is  in  the  Gofpel  of  the  Infancy^  publiflied  by 
Cotelerius  in  Greek,  c.  vi.  and  in  that  tranflated  out  of  Ara- 
faick  into  Latin  by  Mr.  Sike,  c.  xlviii.  though  with  fome  va- 
riations and  additions  in  both,  efpecially  the  laft ;  where  it  is 
faid,  that  upon  Chrijl's  refufing  to  fay  the  letter  B,  his  majier 
threatening  him  with  the  rod^  he  run  through  all  the  Atphabcty 
told  his  mafler  the  meaning  of  the  letters^  £ffc.  which  he  ad'^ 
mired^  Mndfaid.he  helitved  be  was  born  before  Noah* 

XV.  J  Saying  ifCbrtft^  in  Irenaus  adv.  Haref  lib.  i.  r.  17. 
^AKhoi  x«l  h  T«   <i{T)KEv«4,     But  that  which  (Cbriji)  has 


\ 


fotoriM    twoch    SiOL   tS  It/o;   Toy 
yiiiiLWroL¥» 


faid,  /  have  often  defired  to 
hear  one  of  thofe  fayingSy  but 
have  found  no  one- who  could 
tell  mej  they  (viz.  the  Gnof 
ticks)  interpret  concerning 
him  who  is  the  only  tnie 
God,  whom  they  have  not 
known. 


Dr.  Mill*  thinks  this  paflage  to  have  been  in  one  of  the 
Gqipds  of  the  VaknttnianSi  or  Gnoilicks^  but  I  fear  he  is 
heroin  much  miftakon.;  for  thoujgfa  iremeiis  had  iMiitioncd 


Vol.  I. 


Prolegom.  ^.  331 
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their  Apocryphal  books  in  the  beginning  of  the  Chapter,  yet 
he  had  left  thatfubjeft,  and  was  giving  inftances  of  their  ahjurd 
interfntatimi  of  the  true  GojpeU\  and  this  he  affigns  as  one; 
fo  that  I  am  apt  to  think  thefe  words  were  in  Irenaeus's  c<^ 
of  one  of  the  four  Gofpels,  becaufe  it  is  certain  he  acknow* 
Icdged  no  other  \ 

XVI.  A  Hiftory  of  the  age  of  Chrijl^  in  Irenaus  adv.  Haref 

lib.  2>  cap.  39. 


Quia  autetn  triginta  annorum 
aetas  priinae  indolis  eft  juve- 
nis,  ct  extenditur  ufque  ad 
quadragefimum  annum,  om- 
nis  quilibet  confitebitur ;  a 
quadragefimo  autem  et  quin- 
quagefimo  anno  declinat  jam 
in  atatemfeniorem\  quam  ha-' 
hens  Do  minus  nojler  doc  eh  at  ^ 

Jicut  Evangelium  et  omnes  fe- 
niores  tejiantur^  qui  in  AJia 
apud  yoannem  difcipulum  Do^ 
mini  convenerunty  id  ipfum 
tradidijfe  its  Joannem,  Per- 
manfit  autem  cum  eis  ufque 
ad  Trajani  tempora.  Qui- 
dam  autem  eorum  non  folum 
Joannem,  fed  et  alios  Apo- 

•  ftolos  viderunt,  et  haec  eadem 
ab  ipfis  audierunt,  et  tef- 
tantur  de  hujufmodi  relatione. 


Forafmuch  as  a  young  man 
firft  arrives  to  a  perfed  ma- 
turity at  his  thirtieth  year, 
and  continues  therein  till  the 
fortieth,  as  every  one  muft 
acknowledge,  and  that  from 
his  fortieth  or  fiftieth  year  he 
begins  to  decline  towards  old 
age,  to  which  age  our  Lord 
having  arrived  did  teach^  as 
the  Gofpel  and  all  the  elders 
do  tejiifyy  who  attended  upon 
yohn^  the  Difciple  of  our  Lordj 
in  Afia ;  (affirming)  that 
John  himfelf  gave  them  this 
account.  Now  he  continued 
with  them  till  the  time  of 
Trajan,  and  fome  of  them  did 
not  only  fee  .  John,  but  alfo 
other  Apoftles,  and  received 
the  fame  account  from  them, 
and  they  affirm  this  fame  tra- 
dition to  be  true. 


This  is  indeed  fomewhat  furprifings  viz.  that  Irenasus 
fhould  fo  exprefsly  aflert,  that  Chriji  lived  and  taught  beyond 
his  forti^thj  if  not  till  his  fiftieth  year ;  whereas  it  is  a  thing 


•  iVdVerf.  Hsref.  1.  3.  c.  11. 


moft 
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moft  notorious,  that  Chrift  was  crucified  between  his  thirty 
third  and  thirty  fourth  year.  His  arguments  to  prove  it  are 
as  extraordinary  as  his  aflertion,  viz.  That  fince  hi  came  into 
the  world  to  fave  perfons  of  all  ageSy  viz.  infants^  little  oneSj 
boysy  young  men^  and  old  men^  it  was  necejfary  he  Jhould  pafs 
through  all  thefe  degrees  of  age.  But  if  this  will  prove  any 
thing,  it  muft  prove  Chrifl  to  have  lived  much  longer  than 
Irenxus  contends  for,  and  not  only  to  the  age  of  fifty,  but 
even  to  the  age  of  the  antediluvian  Patriarchs ;  and  even,  for 
the  lame  reafon,  to  the  age  of  Methufalem  himfelf.  It  is  ftrange 
indeed  he  flipuld  fo  pofitivcly  urge  the  teftimony  of  St.  Johfi 
for  this  notorious  falfehood,  and  fay  that  he  delivered  it  to  the 
Prelbyters  of  Afia ;  for  this  cannot  be  fuppofed  true,  without 
fuppoiing  alfo  at  the  fame  time,  that  our  accounts  in  all  the 
Gofpels  are  falfe.  Indeed,  the  next  argument,  which  he  ufcs 
in  the  beginning  of  the  next  Chapter,  is  fomewhat  more 
plaufible,  viz.  from  thofe  words  of  the  Jews  to  our  Saviour, 
John  viii.  57.  Thou  art  not  yet  fifty  years  oldj  and  haji  thou 
feen  Abraham  ?  Whence,  fays  he,  it  appears,  that  he  was  near 
fifty y  they  gathering  this  either  from  the  rolls  of  the  tax  (in 
which  every  one's  name  and  $ge  were  written),  or  from  his 
countenance.  But  neither  is  this  argument  of  any  force,  be- 
caufe  if  we  fuppofe  Chrift  to  have  been,  as  he  really  Mras,  no* 
more  than  thirty  three,  the  Jews  might  very  well  be  fuppofed 
to  aflc  their  queftion  thus,  viz.  either, 

1.  Becaufe  our  Saviour,  being  a  man  of  forrows,  and  ac- 
quainted with  grief,  and  having  gone  through  infinite  fatigues 
and  labours  *,  might  very  probably  be  thought  eight  or  ten  years 
older  than  he  really  was  \  which  is  all  that  need  be  fuppofed  to 
make  the  Jews'  queftion  juft  and  pertinent,  and  is  a  very 
common  thing:  or,  which  feems  to  me  to  have  been  the 
cafe : 

2.  Nothing  is  more  common  in  fuch  qtSqs^  than  for  perfons 
to  exprefs  themfelves  by  a  round  number^  not  confining  them- 
felves  when  the  fubjeft  is  fuch  as  does  not  reftrain  them  to 
aiiy  exadl  particular  number  ^ 

*  Ifai.  nil.  I,  fc  Vid.  Grot,  ad  loc. 

F  f  2  Irenaeus 


Irensus  therefore  is  oetcdifriy  miftikeii  in  Ak  mattei')  al- 
though he  plead  Apoftolical  tradition  for  the  (bppoft  of  his 
notion ;  and  it  feems  plain  that  be  was  drawn  into  the  mftake 
by  a  too  warm  oppofition  to  the  Gnofticks,  who  aflerled,  Aat 
Chrtft  did  not  live  to  the  end  of  his  thirtieth  yeatj  but  was  cru* 
ctfied  in  the  twelfth  month  of  bis  tnini/lry\  And  here  by  the 
way  I  cannot  but  obferve,  that  ieveral  of  the  moft  celebrated 
Fathers  have  coincided  widi  the  Gnofticlcs  in  ihh  opinion, 
and  averted  *that  Chrijl  preached  but  oneyear^  and  fuffiredin 
the  end  of  his  thirtieth.  Thus  TcttulKan%  Clemens  Alexan- 
drinus  %  Laftantius '',  in  the  places  cited  in  the  margin. 

But  to  return  t6  Irenaeus,  however  abfurd  the  preceding 
hiftory  is,  it  cannot  be  fuppofed  with  any  reafon,  that  it  was 
in  any  of  the  Apocryphal  Gofpels,  unlefs  we  were  t6  fuppofe 
with  the  great  annalift  Cardinal  Ba^onius  %  that  this  pajfage 
xvasfiified  into  the  works  ofIrenaus\  but  for  this  there  is  not 
the  leaft  evidence,  as  the  learned  Jefuit  Petavius  has  well  de- 
monftr^ted  in  his  notes  on  Eptphanius  ^ 

XVIL  A  Saying  afcriUd  to  Ckrift  in  Athenagordsj  Legau 

pr4  CAriJtanis^  c.  28. 

•  ndxty  if^Ty  xiyovTo^  tJ  Ao-     Again,  the  Word  faidi  unto 

,  ^  '    *  pUqfes  hiwyicc 

It  is  not  very  eafy  to  determine  any  thing  certain  conteni- 
tng  this  pafiage.  Pfaffius  s  fuppofes  it  to  have  been  in  Ibme 
Apocryphal  GoTpel,  and  an  addition  to  tboTe  wonis  of  Chrift, 
Matt.  v.  ^8*  and  fo  makes  the  following  words  to  he  a  coo- 
tinuation  of  It,  viz. 

•  See  lib.  i.  cap.  i.  and  lib.  1,      Fathers,  b.  i.e.  4.. 

cap.  36 — 38.  of  Irenaeus.  *"  Haeref.  51.  Alog.  in  Diatrib. 

•  Adv.  Judxos,  c.'S.  a.  de  anno   et    die    Dom.   Paff. 
•^  Strom.  1.  I.  p.  34.0.  p.  145, 146. 

•  Lib.  4,  c  10.  8  Apud  Fabrit.  Cod.    Apocr. 

•  Annal.  t.  i.  An.  34.  n.  137.      Nov.  Teft.P.  3,  p.  522. 
apud  Daille»  of  the  right  ufk  of  the 

And 
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Kai  liTJf fforrK,  «W  ly  «-     And  intimates,  that  V)e  aught 

^i^iicm^^ai  ri  ^iV»>  f*»^-     ^^  *^  ^'  ^^'''^^'  ''*  ^*^'!^^  ^^''^ 
^      fcx     \  /  *  -    •.     //  may  rather  bi  a  civil  falu^ 

V  ^      »*  ^      /  /tf/w«,  becauje  tf   we  defili 

"    »      y      ,   J       ^      tf«r  xm;7ai  w/w   an  unchajie 

Kitti/is  Tt3-£VTo;  ^wrif,  itemallife. 

It  Is  evident  thefe  laft  words  cannot  be  the  words  of  our 
Saviour,  becaufe  they  are  delivered  in  the  plural  number,  -w^ 
(hall  not  attain  eternal  life^  which  is  unlike  enough  to  any 
thing  that  ever  Chrift  (aid.  Befides,  if  the  words  be  clofely 
couiidered,  it  will  appear  that  the  latter  part  is  an  explication 
of,  or  inference  from,  the  former,  the  one  being  delivered  in 
the  third'  perfon,  the  other  in  the  iirft  \  if  therefore  either  part 
be  to  be  efteemed  as  the  words  of  Chrift,  it  can  only  be  the 
former;  although  indeed  it  may  be  juftly  queftioned,  whether 
Athenagoras  intended  any  fuch  citation,  becaufe  when  he  cites 
any  thing  of  Chrift,  he  prefixes  ^ai  to  it,  i.  e.  (The  Lord) 
faith^  as  he  does  twi^e  in  this  fame  paragraph.  Conradus 
Gefnerus,  the  tranflator  of  Athenagoras,  feems  to  have 
thought  the  fame  when  he  tranflates  the  words,  no^ir  r^^v  x<. 
yo»To?  T*f  Aoyw,  &c.  Rurfus  quum  religio  nojlra  nos  doceat^  adding 
Sicut  vir  quidamfan£ius  fcripjit^ji  quisy  i^c»  Jgain  our  reli» 
gion  teacheth  usy  as  a  certain  holy  man  hath  wrote,  that  if  any 
one^iic.  But  perhaps  Athenagoras  might  have  fome  fuch 
words  in  his  copy  of  St.  Matthew,  which  were  at  firft  indeed 
a  marginal  glofs  upon  thefe  words,  ch.  v.  28.  If  any  man 
looketh  upon  a  woman  fo  as  to  lujl  after  her^  1:3 c.  but  afterwards, 
as  was  very  ufual,  crept  into  the  text :  and  this  may  (eem  the 
more  probable,  he  having  juft  before  cited  the(e  words  of 
Matthew. 

XVIII.  A  Saying  afcribed  to  Chrifl  in  Qemens  Jlexandrinus, 

Strom.  L  i.  p*346. 

AiT£i<r^«  y«f,  ^tjo-j,  Tot  |iAf-  Seek  thofe  things  which  are 
ydxo^y  X0,]  ri  juixf a  vfMV  great^  and  thofe  things  which 
•^rfOiTTiStjcfTa*.  •  are  fmall Jhall  be  addfd  to  you. 

Ffs  Dr. 
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Dr,  Grabe*  and  Dr.  Mill'*  imagined  this  pajfagi  to  be 
taken  out  of  the  Go/pel  of  the  Nazarenes ;  which  indeed,  if  it 
fliould  be  true,  would  be  no  credit  to  this  Gofpel,  becaufe  (as 
I  have  above  proved.  Chap.  XXVIII.)  Clemens  abfolutely 
rejefts  the  authority  of  all  Gofpels,  befides  thofe  four  now  re- 
ceived ;  but  the  truth  is,  he  could  not  take  it  thence,  becaufe 
he  did  not  underftand  the  Hebrew  language,  in  which  that 
Gofpel  was  written,  and  (as  I  have*^  (hewn)  no  tranjlation  of 
it  was  made  till  Jerome  made  his,  Mr.  Fabritius**  conje<3:ures 
more  probably,  that  thefe  were  the  words  of  fome  copies  at 
that  time  interpolated  intp  Matt.  vi.  33.  Seei  firjl  the  king^ 
dom  of  God  and  his  righteoufnefs^  and  all  other  things  Jhall  be 
added  unto  you :  but  neither  is  this  fo,  becaufe  the  fame  Cle- 
mens in  another  place*  cites  thefe  words  of  Matthew,  as  they 
are  in  our  prefent  copies,  and  not  as  they  are  here.  Nothing 
therefore  is  more  evident  than  that  Clemens,  in  the  paflage 
under  confideration,  refpefted  the  fenfe  of  Chrift's  words, 
without  precifely  tranfcribing  them,  i,  e.  rather  chofe  to  ex- 
pound the  words,  than  literally  to  cite  them  ;  and  this  is  moft 
undeniably  proved  by  another  place  which  I  find  in  the  fame 
Clemens  \  where  he  both  produces  the  text,  and  thefe  words 

as  an  expofition,  ZuTcrrf  ^i  w^urw  r^y  ^o^t^siav  Tuy  ipavbiv  xeil  rir 
^iitaiocrvfnf'    ravr»  y»p  fjt,syoi?\cc'   rot  Si  ^ix^a  xai  vxtfi>  roti  i^iov,  ravTct. 

«r^o<rT6$icr«Ta»  vfjJv'  i.  e.  Seek  firft  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  and 
(its)  righteoufnefs,  Tl:fefe  are  the  great  things^  and  thefe  things 
fhall  be  added  unto  you,  TIjefe  are  the  fmall  things,  and  fuch 
as  concern  this  life.  Hence  alfo  Origen,  who  was  one  of  the 
fcholars  of  Clemens,  does  more  than  once  in  his  works  para- 
phrafe  thefe  words  of  Chrift  in  the  fame  manner  ^ 

XIX.  A  Saying  afcrihed  to  Chrijl,  and  cited  by  moft  of  the 

antient  Fathers. 

r/pf (tS-e  SUtiJLoi  r^oLfri^iToti.       Be  ye  flcilful  money-changers, 

»  Spicileg.  Patr.  t.  i.p.  14.  Par,  i.  p.  319. 

**  Prolegom.   in  Nov.    Teftam.  ''  Paedagog.  lib.  a.  p.  198. 

§.  648.  Sc  §.  695.  Sc  in  Matt.  vi«  ^  Strom.  1.  iv.  p.  488. 

33.  «  Vid.contr.  Celf.iib.  7.p.  36*. 


Chap.  XXVII.  &  de  Orat.  §.  2. 

*  Cod.  Apocr.  Nov.  Teftam. 


It 
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It  IS  furpridng  to  pbferve  how  many  of  the  pFimitive  writ- 
ers of  Chriftianity  have  cited  this  paiTage  in  their  works; 
Clemens  Alexandrinus %  Apelles**,  Origen%  Dionyfius  Alex- 
andrinus%  Cyril  of  Jerufalem  %  Pamphilus^  Athanafiusr, 
Jerome'',  Cyril  of  Alexandria',  befides  feveral  more,  have 
cited  it ;  Cotelerius,  Ufher,  Valefius,  Dr.  Grabe,  Mr.  Fa- 
britius,  Mr.  Whiilon,  Dr.  Mill,  and  others  among  the  mo* 
dernSf  have  obferved  it ;  though  I  know  not  any  fufficient  re- 
marks that  have  been  yet  made  concerning  its  true  original ; 
for  which  reafdn  I  deflgn  more  particularly  to  difcufs  it.  //  is 
fuppofed  by  moji  to  have  been  taken  out  of  the  Hebrew  Gofpel  of 
the  Na%arene$\  fo  Cotderius"^,  Ufher*,  Valefius"":  but  this 
muft  needs  be  a  miftakcj  becaufe  very  few  of  the  Fathers  un- 
derftood  the  language  of  that  Gofpel,  and  a  verfion  v^s  not 
made  of  it  till  Jerome  had  made  his,  as  is  above  proved, 
Chap«  XXVII.  That  which  appears  to  me  mod  probable 
upon  examining  the  places  of  the  Fathers,  where  this  palTage 
is  cited,  1  (hall  reduce  into  the  following  diftindt  obfervations. 
vi*. 

1.  None  of  all  the  writers,  who  have  mentioned  it,  do  cite 
it  as  the  faying  or  words  of  Chriji  within  the  firji  four  centuries^ 
except  Origen,  Jerome,  and  the  Heretick  Apelles. 

2.  The  meaning  of  the  pajfage^  T(n^t  ^mf^oi  Tpa«'i^tT«»,  Be 
fldlful  money-changers,  is  the  very  fame  with  that  exhortation 
if  the  Apojile^  i  Theff.  v.  ai.  Prove  all  things^  viz.  that  as 
money  changers  they  Ihould  be  careful  to  diftinguifh  between 
that  which  is  good  and  bad,  and  like  them  try  and  prove  all. 
This  is  evident  from  the  defign  of  every  citation,  but  more 
clearly  from  the  explications  which  the  Fathers  themfelves 

'    *  Strom. lib.  i.p.  354..  ^  Epift.  ad  Miner,  et  Alex,  in 

i>  Apud   Epiphaii.   Haerefv  44«  fine. 

^.  *.  »  ApudCoteler.  Not.inConftit. 

^^  Tom.  19.  in  Joann.  viii.  10.  Apoftol.  1.  2.  c.  36. 

«*  Apud  Euleb.  Hift.  Eccl.  1.  7.  '^  Loc.  cit. 

c.  7,  *  PiolcjBCom.  in  Ep'ft.  Ignat.  c.  8. 

c  Catech.  vi.  m  fine.  ^  In  Eul'tb.  Hilt.  Eccl.  1.  7, 

'  Apolog.  pro  Ong.  in  initio.  c.  7. 

»  Epill.ad  Scl  tar. 

F  f  4  have 


44<)  ^  AfftnUx^  TAUT  ir. 

have  givtn  of  thefe  wonld.    Thus  Clemens  Alexandrinus 

tompares  a  perjdn  ignorant  in  kgicJt^  and  not  knowing  bow  t^ 
dijiingmjh  between  thingSy  to  an  ignorant  money-changer^  who 
$annot  dijiingmjh  good  money  from  hads  and  clfewhere*  ex- 
preftly  calls  them  the  ^(j«i/*»f  T^a«{iT«j,  i.  e.  Hit  Jkilful  moneys 

ehangers^  to  xt^^DAair  Ufxt^iAM  rtr  Kv^Ui  dvi  TV  m»^ay(jxpoiyfA»r9s  hx" 

x^ivorrttu  'Ujho  can  di/iinguijh  the  bad  money  (pretending  to  be 
the  Lord*s)  by  its  JIamp  and  cbara&er^  i.e.  her efy from  truth \ 
and  Jerome,  after  having  cited  the  paflage,  Be  Jkilful  moneys 
cbangersy  adds  for  illuftration ' ,  like  thofe  who  reject  that  for 
counterfeit  coin^  which  has  not  the  image  of  Cafar  fi  Jtamped 
upon  it  as  it  ought  to  have.  Once  more,  in  the  Apoftolical 
Con/fitutions\  after  the  pafiage  produced,  in  the  next  paragraph 
we  read.  Be  as  Jkilful  dealers  in  money j  who  reje£I  that  which 
is  bady  and  keep  that  which  is  good.  It*  is  plain  therefore,  to 
mention  no-  more  inftanees,  the  fcope  of  the  exhortation  is, 
that  we  be  careful  Jn  proving,  trying,  or  examining  things  (as 
the  money-changers  do  their  money),  and  this  is  the  very  fame 
as  St.  Paul  fa)rs,  Prove  all  things^  Which  being  fo,  I  ob- 
ferve, 

3,  The  Fathers  cite  this  pajfage  as  the  faying  of  the  Apoftltj 
and  do  all  of  them  (except  Origen  and  Jerome)  cite  it  inftead 
of  this  very  pajfage  of  St.  Paul^  (i  Theff.  v.  21.)  Prove  all 
things.  This  is  as  evident  as  any  thing  can  be,  by  a  view  of 
the  places  :  Dionyfius  Alexandrinus  calls  it  aVoro^uKv  p^wti,  i.  e« 
the  Apofile^s  faying  \  Cyril  of  Alexandria  in  feveral  places 
calls  it  the  wgrds  of  PauV.  Cyril  of  Jerufalem  ,  Pamphilus  , 
and  others^  add  the  folbwing  words  of  Paul  in  the  end  of  this 
verfe  and  ver.  2.2.  HM  fafi  that  which  is  goodt  and  abjiaia 
from  the  appearance  of  evil. 

4*  It  is  evident  therefore,  this  was  not  any  faying  ofCbrifl^ 
but  of  Paul 'y  and  fo  not  taken  out  of  any  Apocryphal  Gof- 
pel, 

•  Strong.  I.  6.  p.  655.  •  Apud  Eufcb.  1.  7.  c.  7. 

*  Strom.  1.  7.  p.  754.  '  Apud  Cott^kr.loc.  cit. 
«  Epift.  ad  Miner,  et  Akx.  in  •  Catech.  vi.  in  fine. 

£nf.  ^  Apolog.  pro  Origene  In  ink. 


*  Lib.  2.C.  36,  37. 


There 
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There  are  indeed  two  difficulties  attending  this  hypothefts, 

viz.  How [9^  many  Fathers  could  agree  to  cite  St.  PauPs  tvords 

thus  different  from  what  they  are  in  ourfrefent  copies ^  and  haw 

Origen^  yerenu^  and  ApeUes^  Vftxtfo  miflaken  in  citing  it  as  a 

faying  of  Chriff* 

As  to  the  firft,  I  frankly  own  I  believe  it  proceeded^^yiggr 
early  interpolation  in  the  text  5  fome  one,  oppofite  to  &U  Paul's 
words,  writing  for  explication  ut  ^U^fMn  r^tcv%^nm»  in  themar* 
gin,  he  who  tranfcribed  that  copy  i^ferted  it  in  the  text  with 
the  addition  of  the  verb  ^^WSi,  which  he  apprehended  needful 
to  complete  the  fenfe. 

As  |x)  the  latter ;  viz.  Origen,  Jerome^  and  Apelles  citing 
it  as  a  faying  of  Chrift,  I  anfwer, 

Firft,  That  it-  is  not  ftrange  Jerome  ihould  do  fo,  when 
Origen  had  done  it  before  him,  beca^fe  he  fo  much  followed 
him,  and  depended  upon  him. 

Secondly,  Either  Origen  failed  in  memory,  and  wrote 
down  that  as  a  faying  of  Chrift,  which,  if  he  had  examinedt 
he  would  have  found  to  be  St.  Paul's  3  which  is  very  conif- 
mon:  orelle. 

Thirdly,  Some  fcribe  made  the  addition  lyroAir  Kv^ttf,  i.  e» 
the  command  of  God^  as  an  introdudion  to  the  pafiage,  whidi 
they  often  did ;  and  in  doing  fo  were  often  miftaken* 

Fourthly,  Whereas  the  Heretick  Apelles  quotes  the  paf- 
fage,  as  being  U  t^  '^vuylo^m^  in  the  Gofpel  s  we  may  fuppoie 
bim  either  mijiakeny  or  elfe  that.A^  ufes  the  word  Grfpel  in  a 
large  fenfej  to  denote  St.  Paul's  Epiftle ;  and  this  cannot  feem 
ftrange  to  thofe  who  confider,  that  the  word  Gofpel  is  fre- 
quently ufed  not  only  in  the  New  Teftament  for  the  Do£frine 
of  the  Gofpel^  hut  is  alfo  by  the  primitive  writers  frequently 
put  for  any  book  of  the  New  Tejlament.  Thus  Clemens  Ro- 
manus  calls  the  Epiftle  of  St.  Paul  to  the  Corinthians  the 
Gofpel  of  Paul  * ;  or  perhaps,  Apelles  might  read  thefe  ^vords 
in  the  falfe  Gofpel  which  he  made  ufe  of,  and  which  after* 


*  Epift.  ftd  Corinth.  I.  c.  47.      Junius  and  CctJerlus  on  that  place 
Stc  above^  Part  II.  Chap«  III.  axid     of  Clemens. 

wards 
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wards  went  under  his  name  (fee  Part  I.  Chap.  VIL  Numb. 
IV.} ;  into  which,  being  fo  noted  a  faying,  it  was  inferted 
out  of  this  place  of  St.  Paul's  Epiftle. 

It  cannot  be  improper  here  to  obferve,  that  Mr.  Whifton  » 
urges  this  paiTage,  becaufe  it  is  cited  by  Dion3^us  Alexandri- 
nus  as  an  ftVoro^ixi  (pvAy  i«  e.  an  Jpo/lolical  faying  (and^  as  he 
thinks,  out  of  the  Conftitutions)  \  as  ajlrong  aud  ahmjl  un- 
itniahU  atteftation  to  the  Conjiitutiony  of  the  Apojlles^  and  ima- 
gines thisyj/ri  a  citation  as  cannot  fairly  he  fet  aftde  by  any. 
But  I  fuppofe,  even  Mr.  Whifton  himfelf  will  allow,  that  the 
foregoing  remarks  do  fufEciently  overthrow  his  argument; 
and  I  muft  obferve,  that  aVoroA»x»>  ^rn  may  as  well  be  tranf- 
lated  the  words  of  the  Apojile  in  the  flngular  number^  as  tht 
words  of  the  Apojlles  in  the  plural. 

XX.  A  Saying  afcribed  to  Chrijl  in  Clemens  AUxandrinuSy 

Strom,  lib.  5.  p.  578. 

Ou  yoU   (p3'ovcovy  fno"),  zrotp-     For  the  (Lord),  (ays  he,  hath 

^yyetXsv   0    Kuft(^    Iv    rm     declared  without  envy  in  fomc 

EJaynxr^)-  Uvf^fiov  £>i.  Jfxoi     ^ofpel,  My  fecret  is  to  me, 

,/  and  the  children  of  my  boufe* 


*»     f  »>* 
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I  do  not  know  any  one  who  has  obferved  this  paflage  be- 
fides  Mr.  Fabritius,  who  places  it  among  the  fragments  of  the 
Gofpd  of  the  Nazarenes  %  and  in  his  note  conje£hjres,  that  it 
was  perhaps  in  the  G  of  pel  of  the  Egyptians  ;  but  for  want  of 
a  more  clofe  examination,  this  learned  writer  is  apparently 
miftaken  in  both  his  conjeSures,  as  will  evidently  appear  by 
the  following  remark  ;  viz.  That 

Clemens  did  not  cite  thefe  words  as  the  words  of  Chriflr, 
but  as  the  words  of  the  prophet  Ifaiah  ;  for 

I.  They  are  now  to  he  found  in  fever  al  copies  of  the  Septua^ 
gint  Verfion  ofXidk.  xxiv.  16.  with  but  little  variation.    In  the 

»  ElTay  on  the  Conftit,  p.  165.        *  Cod.  Apoc,  Nov.  Teft.  p.  3^1. 

Scholia 


CC 
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Scholia  of  the  Greek  Verfion  I  find  it  aflTcrted,  <*  That  in 
**  fome  copies  are  the  following  words^  ro  fxvrv^iof  (j,ov  l^t^oi,  to  fAv^i- 
fw»  ^»  ifMo),  xa)  TOHT  i/xo7f.  77?ey  are  alfo  in  Procopius^  though 
noted  with  an  ajierijk.  Jerome  faysy  they  were  not  origin 
"  nally  in  the  Septuagint^  hut  interpolated  out  ofTheodotions 
*'  Greek  tranjlation.  Chryfojlom  and  "tlnodoret  alfo  read  it  J** 
(See  the  Cambridge  Scholia  on  the  Sepf,uagint)»  Agreeable 
to  this  the  old  Latin  Vulgate  renders  xtfecretum  meum  nuhi^ 
fecr^tum  meum  mihi ;  and  though  our  Englifh  tranflators  ren- 
der it  my  leannefs^  my  leannefs^  woe  unto  me^  yet  in  the  margin 
for  Icannefs  they  have  put  my  fecret  to  me  j  nor  indeed  is  there 
any  better  way  of  irtterpreting  the  Hebrew  word  n,  which 
properly  denotes  a  fecret ^  and  is  thus  underftood  by  the  Chd- 
dee  interpreter  here,  as  it  is  commonly  alfo  ufed  in  that  lan- 
guage ;  fee  Dan.  ii.  18,  27,  28,  &e.  and  hence  the  Angel  Ra- 
Zriel  is  fo  called,  quia  Deo  afecretis  eji.- 

2.  It  being  plain  that  thefe  words  were  in  the  Greek  copres 
of  Ifaiah,  I  add,  that  Qemens  cited  them  thence  :  this  is  undeni- 
able, unlefs  we  fuppofe  him  by  miftake  to  have  taken  thefe  to 
be  the  words  of  Chrift,  which  were  the  words  of  the  prophet, 
and  to  have  cited  accordingly ;  but  that  he  really  was  not  mif- 
taken,  is  evident;  for  he  had  in  the  words  next  before  cited 
the  prophet  Ifaiahj  and  then  adds,  «  yap  ^^ovZv,  ^r,a\yfor  with" 
out  envy  hefaid^  u  e.  the  prophet  faid  ;  for  that  verb  cannot 
poflibly  relate  to  any  one  elfe,  no  other  noun  having  been  be- 
fore ;  and  though  the  noun  Kt'^t^^  immediately  follow,  yet  it 
has  its  proper  verb  vapiyfeXf*,  the  Lord  hath  declared ;  but  fay- 
ing and  declaring  being  the  fame  thing,  both  the  verbs  cannot 
refer  to  that  noun ;  and  confequently  one  or  other  of  them 
muft  be  fuperfluous,  and  not  wrote  by  the  author  at  firft :  but 
this  is  the  latter,  becaufe  we  certainly  knpw  the  prophet  wrote 
thofe  words,  but  do  not  know  that  Chrift  did  fpeak  them.  It 
is  therefore  evident  that  Clemens  did  not  write  the  words 
vet^yfetXtv  0  Kv§i^  w  Tiw  E^ayfsXta-,  the  Lord  hath  declared  in  a 
certain  GofpeL,  but  they  were  inferted  by  fome  ignorant  tran- 
fcriber,  who  imagiiftd  them  to  be  the  words  of  Chrift,  and  by 
adding  the  word  vafiyftt^u,  when  the  word  fyicl*  fo  immedi- 
ately 
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stely  preceded,  he  plainly  betrayed  his  ignorance  and  interpo* 
lation.  This  is  yet  farther  confirmed  by  Clement's  citing,  as 
he  does  in  the  next  paragraph,  the  fame  prophet  thus,  vaXi»  • 
trpo^iT^,  and  again  the  prophet  faith^  which  he  could  not  have 
faid,  had  he  not  cited  him  before.  All  this  is  fo  evident^  that 
I  think  it  may  be  fairly  urged  as  an  inftance  to  fupport  fome 
conjedlures  which  I  have  made  above,  concerning  the  inter-r 
polations  of  the  fcribes  in  antient  manufcripts. 


XXI.  A  Hiftory  jf  Ch^lfl^  and  his  Parents^  in  Orig.  contr. 

Celf.  1.  I.  p.  22. 


*OyiitC!^€i  f  auT^  y.oci  iin  rS 

IK  KCOfJLng  ocvrov  ytyovivoe^i  'la- 
iotlnH^y  xal  ccTTO  yuj/atKOf  ly- 
j^Wf  ja  x»i  isr^j/Jj^f  as,  >ca»  X^?" 

biiy^^iicoiv     «f     /*f/AOij^£U- 

iyi¥vri(rt  rov  'Iticay*  xai  on 
ar©*  StK  Tsrtyiav  iU  AlyuTrloy 

yuTTTiw  C£fA,vv¥oyT»iy  C7r«i^X- 
S^su.  iy  ycuq  ivvxiJi.i(ri  fAiyo^ 
f^otH»)Vy  xoii  St  aJrac  €)cov 
AMToy  AVT^yicsvcc, 


He  ridicules  (viz.  Celfus)  oitf 
Saviour,  that  he  viras  born  in 
a  mean  village  of  Jud^sa,  and 
of  a  mean  poor  woman,  whQ 
got  her  l»'ead  by  fpinning,and 
was  turned  away  by  her  hus- 
band, who  was  a  carpenter, 
becaufe  (he  was  charged  with 
adultery.  Again,  he  adds, 
that  when  (he  was  turned 
out  by  her  huiband,  and 
fcandaloufly  wandered  about 
the  countries,  ihe  privately 
brought  forth  Jefus,  and  that 
be  being  through  poverty  ob^ 
liged  to  work  as  a  fervant  in 
Egypt,  and  there  having  learnt 
fome  fort  of  powerful  arts, 
which  are  much  reputed  ia 
Egj^t,  he  returned  much 
lifted  up  with  his  arts,  and 
thought  becaufe  of  them  be 
deferved  to  becfteemed  as  a 
God.      • 


Whether 
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Whether  QA&1%  tnct  with  this  in  any  Apocryphal  Gofpe!^ 
iOr  t\t>j  I  cantidt  tell ;  fotnething  of  this  fort  we  meet  with  in 
fomc  Apocryphal  hooks  extant  in  St.  Auftin's  time,  under  the 
name  of  Chrtft«  Concerning  the  magical  power  by  which  he 
wrought  his  miracles^  fee  above,  Chap.  XIV.  '  If  he  took  it 
out  of  ibme  fuch  book,  it  can  no  way  afFe<^  the  credit  of  our 
Canon,  that  fuch  an  enemy  fliould  be  fond  of  fuch  ridiculous 
writings.  But  I  tather  tWnk  it  was  a  forgery  among  the 
Jcws>  riun  any  part  of  an  Apocryphal  GofpeK 


XXII.  jtHi&oty  of  our  Saviour's  Relations^  according  to  ihe 
Flejhj  in  Epiphanius,  Haeref.  7S.  §.  7  et  8. 


IIw?  yip  'iiuvxro  0  tocxt^ 
yeceou  zjoco^ivov  V^«v  yup^ixa, 

yaf  i  'Iwcr^ip  uii>vfii  yivtrou 
*r»  KX<Myrr»j  nv  h  y<o?  t»  lot-- 
xwC,  ImxXtiV  St  n«y^tij  x«- 
Xapcva*   a^^cT£foj  aroi    octtq 

T»»'    t(rxji    Si   irog  q  'Iwtrtif 

in  Ttf?  ^Aw  'I«J«,  xa*  Kvar- 

ftpp£v«C)  d'9}X£»ac  ^^  ^uo,  xad*- 
«7rw  TO  EuayKXiov  to  xar« 
Mx^KOV   XAt».   xotTOfr    ,l(aoLyyn¥ 

O'^Air^r^l^Oi'  rod;-  Ic&xtfS«y  Toy 
iy4)fOV     rux^U     ***     iiKoneu 


How  could  a  man  fo  old  hare 
a  young  virgin  for  his  wife, 
having  been  a  widower  £» 
many  years  after  his  firft  wife's 
deceatfe  ?  For  Jofeph  was  the 
brother  of  Cleophas,  the  fon 
of  James,  firnamed  Panther. 
Both  thefe  were  the  fons  of 
him  who  was  firnamed  Pan- 
ther. This  Jofeph  married 
his  firflr  wife  out  of  the  tribe 
of  Judah,  by  whom  he  had 
fix  children;  four  of  which 
were  males,  and  two  females, 
as  appears  by  the  Goipel  oF 
Mark  and  John.  His  firft- 
born  was  James,  who  was  fir- 
named Oblias  (which  fignifies 
a  wall),  and  was  called  the 
Jujl^  and  he  was  a  Nazarltd, 


mx 


Xtid'ei/ra  flSAiocv,  s^jtAViviu* 
j7nxXti3"£VT«,    Na^w^aroy    Ji 

which 
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S>T«,  oVff  If jtmvwfTaj  iV©*-     ^^^*^''  denotes  a  holy  perfoti-^ 
. T«XT«  ^ly  rsrov  riu     ^e  had  his  fon  James,  when 

fr  f    p      y  rf  ^   f        he  was  much  about  forty  years 

lotxojboy   «yJuf  -era   ZTSPi   £Tti  * /•      t  •      i      i     , 

^  y  ,       of  age.     After  him  he  had  a 

lAaVcrw.  ^  MfT  ^aJriy^  S\  yt-  ^im  Simeon,  afterwards  Jude ; 

HTxi  waK  'Iwo-»f  x(xX»^£v0',  and  two  daughters,  one  called 

uroe>  /x£T*  otuTo;/  £uju.{coi/^  IttH'  Mary,  another  Salome  :  and 

Tflt  'laVar  x«i  JJo  S-uyarff  6^,  his  wife  died,  and  after  many 

7?  M«f  r«,  xal  rf  5:«Xw>»i  >t«.  7^^^^  of  widowhood  he  mar- 

/    .      X     /o.  »  ~   c  ried  Mary,  when  he  was  up- 

Aaw£H}*  xat   T£^7v7)X£v  aura  ti             ^      r  r      r                      ;» 

\         ^          X  .,  V  wards  of  fourfcorc  years  old. 

yu..,    .a.  /..TO.   ST.  ^^oAX^  ^j^^^  ^^  took  Mary,  as  the 

Q^vH  rnv  Mx^iXUf  ug  scat  iv  tco  Evxyhx^co  Xiyet, 

I  know  not  whehce  Epiphanius  collefted  this  fo  particular 
account  of  our  Saviour's  family  ;  there  was  indeed  an  jfpocry-- 
phal  and fpurious piece  under jhe  name  ^ James,  and, another* 
intitled,  The  Gofpel  of  Peter  ;  in  one  of  which  Origen  {zy%  it 
was  affirmed.  That  Jofeph  had  children  by  a  former  wife^  before 
he  married  Mary  ;  and  Jerome  alfo  fays,  this  was  infeveral  of 
the  Apocryphal  Gofpels.  He  adds,  that  the  former  wife's  name 
was  Efcba  ^.  But  it  does  npt  at  all  appear,  that  Epiphanius 
made  any  ufe  of  fuch  bopks,  who  is  ever  moft  forward  to  de- 
clare againft  them  j  and  as.  to  this  hiftory  it  feems  to  be 
formed  upon  a  very  common  tradition  among  the  Fathers, 
that  Jofeph  had  children  by  a  former  wife,  which  they  very 
zealoufly  contend  for,  in  order  to  fupport  their  prevailing  opi- 
nion, which  they  were  fo  fond  of,  viz.  the  perpetual  virginity 
of  Mary.  And  it  is  on  this  very  fcore  Epiphanius  mentions 
it  here,  againft  the  Antidicomarianitae,  who  denied  it  *• 

■  Secabove,  Partll.  Chap.XX.  *=    See   Blftiop  Pearfbn  on   tlie 

Numb.  xxiv.  Creed,  p.  175. 

^  Comment,  in  Matth.  xii.  49.  • 
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XXIII.  An  Anfwer  of  the  Apojlles  to  ChriJ}^  in  Jerome.  Dia- 
log.  contr.  Pelag.  Haeref.  lib.  2.  c  6. 

CHRIST  having  reproved  them  for  their  unbelief  of  his 
refurreftion ; 


Illi  fatisfaciebant  dicentes,  Se- 
culum  tflud  iniquitatis  et  in- 
credulitatis  fubjiantia  ejiy  qua 
nonjinit  per  immundos  fpiritus 
veram  Dei  apprehendi  virtu^ 
tern ;  idcircojam  nunc  revela 
jujiitiam  tuarn* 


They  were  fatisfied,  and  faid. 
This  age  is  thefubjiance  of 
iniquity  and  unbelief  which 
"  through  the  (influence  of) 
"  evil  fpiritSy  will  not  fuffer 
*^  the  true  power  of  God  to  be 
*'  perceived  \  therefore  even 
*'  now  nianifefl  thy  jufliceJ*^ 


cc 


(C 


This  paflage  Jerome,  in  the  place  cited,  affirms  was  in 
fome  copies  of  St.  Mark  (efpecially  the  Greek  ones),  in  the 
end  of  the  laft  chapter,  viz.  after  ver.  14,  and  becomes  confi- 
derable  here,  only  becaufe  it  has  been  fuppofed  by  feveral 
learned  men  to  be  taken  out  of  fome  Apocryphal  Gofpels,  So 
Erafmus,  and  Father  Simon  %  to  whom  Dr,  Mill  ^  fubfcribes, 
and  adds  a  very  probable  conje(9:ure,  that  it  was  taken  out  of 
one  of  the  Manichaean  Gofpels,  and  perhaps  that  of  Thomas ; 
which,  if  indeed  it  be  true,  yet  does  no  way  affefl:  the  credit  of 
our  prefent  Canon,  For  befides  that  I  have  above  proved 
the  Golpels  of  the  Manichees  to  be  Apocryphal ;  fo  this  paf- 
fage  itfelf  proves  the  book  which  contained  it,  out  of  which 
it  was  inferted  into  Mark,  to  have  been  fuch^.  As  to  its 
being  interpolated  into  the  laft  chapter  of  Mark,  I  have  here 
no  concern,  that  matter  belonging  to  the  queftion  about  the 
integrity  of  the  text.  I  (hall  only  add,  that  this  chapter  of 
that  Gofpel  has  fufFered  many  alterations  ;  for  in  many  copia 


»  Erafin.  In  Mar.   16.  et  Sim.  **  Prolegoni.   in   Nov.   Teftam. 

Critic.  Hiit.  Nov.   Teft.   Par.  1.      §.  724.  et  in  Loc. 
C..  II.       .  *^  Vid.  Erafm.  et  Mill.  Loc.  cit. 

the 
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the  lajf  twelve  verfes  are  entirely  omitted:  Jerome  fays  ,  they 
were  to  be  found  but  in  few  copies ;  and  almoft  all  the  Greek 
hodks  had  them  not.  I  mention  this,  bccaufe  Dr.  Mill  ^ 
fuppofes  the  interpolated  verfe,  which  I  am  now  confidering, 
did  appear  fo  plainly  fpurious,  that  fome  ignorant  tranfcribers 
left  out  the  reft  of  the  chapter  upon  the  account  of  that. 

XXIV.  j1  Qoeftion  of  the  Apojlles,  and  Reply  of  our  Saviour^ 
preferved  in  St.  Jufiin^  €ontr.  Advert  Leg.  ct  Prophet, 
hb.  7,*  c.  4* 


Sed  Apoftolis,  inquit,  Domi- 
num  noftrum  interrogantlbus 
de.  Judseorum  prophetis,  quid 
fentiri  deberet,  qui  de  adVentu 
ejus  aliquid  ceciniiTe  in  prae* 
teritum  putabantur  ?  Com- 
motus  talia  etiam  eos  nunc 
fentire  refpondit,  Dimififtis 
vivum  qui  ante  vos  eft,  et  de 
mortuis  fiibulamini.  Quid 
mirum,  quandoqu  idem  hoc  teA 
timonium  de  Scripturis  nefcio 
quibus  Apocryphis  protulit,  (i 
de  prophetis  Dei  talia  con- 
itnxerunt  haeretici,  qui  eafdem 
litems  non  accipiunt  ? 


But,  fajth  he  (viz,  the  Mani- 
chee,  againft  whom  he  writes), 
when  the  Apoftles  afked  our 
Lord,  What  opinion  fltOuU  be 
entertained  of  thofe  Jewijh 
prophetSy  who  were  fu^ofed 
formerly  to  have  foretold  things 
relating  to  bis  coming?  He 
being  angry  that  they  fhould 
think  any  Rich  thing  at  that 
time,  anfwered,  Tou  difre^ 
gard  him  who  is  alivey  and 
among  youy  and  deal  in  idlejlo- 
ries  about  thofe  who  are  dead. 
But  it  is  no  wonder,  feeing 
he  took  this  teftimony  out  of 


fome  Apocryphal  books,  Aat 
the  Hereticks,  who  do  not  receive  the  fame  (facred)  books, 
fliould  forge  fuch  things  of  the  prophets. 

Concerning  this  faying  there  need  no  more  be  faid,  bvt  distt 
though  it  was  part  of  an  Apocryphal  Gofpel,  yet  it  was  taken 
thence  by  a  wretched  Heretick,  and  with  this  defign  to  prove 
his  doctrine  of  the  neceiSty  of  not  regarding  the  antient  Jew« 


•  Xplft.  ad  Hedib.  Quxfl. 


^  Annot.  in  Mar.  xvi.  i\^ 


ifli 
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ifli  prqiheU.  Dr.  Mill  •  conjedores  it  was  taken  oat  of  the 
Gofpel  of  Thomas,  in  which  though  he  perhaps  may  be  right, 
yet  he  is  miftaken  in  fuppofing  it  to  have  been  ever  interpo- 
lated into  either  of  bur  prefent  Gofpels. 

XXV.  A  Saying  in  fome  Gofpel^  according  to  the  Opinion  of 

Jerome^  in  -Ezecb.  xvii. 

Tale  quid  et  illud  Evangelii  Something  like  that  are  the 
fonat.  Eft  confufio  qua^  ducit  words  of  the  Gofpel,  There  is 
ad  mortem,  et  eft  confufio  a  JharrU  which  leadeth  to  deaths 
quse  ducit  ad  vitam.  and  ajhame  which  leadeth  to 

life. 

Concerning  thefe  words^  Mr.  Fabritlus  **  ieems  rightly  to 
guefe,  that  Jerome  &tled  in  point  of  memory,  citing  diat  out 
of  the  Gofpel  which  is  not  there ;  perhaps  he  meant  thofe 
words  in  the  book  of  Ecclefiafticus,  c.  iv.  21.  which  are  not 
much  unlike :  There  is  a  Jbame  that  bringeth  Jin^  and  there  is  a 
fiiarm  which  is  glory  and  grace. 

» 

Thefe  are  'all  the  Savings  and  Hi/lories  of  Chrift  which 
have  fallen  within  my  obfervation,  and  which  were  neceflary 
to  be  produced,  in  order  to  (hew  they  were  not  taken  by  any 
ccclefiafticai  writers  out  of  Apocryphal  Gofpels.  Some  be- 
fides  thefe  I  have  obferved,  which  I  regard  not,  as  being  no 
way  prejudicial  to  the  Canon,  becaufe  tithcr  found  in  books 
evidently  fpurious  and  of  uncertain  age  (fuch  as  thofe  in  the 
Conftitutions  under  the  Apoftles'  names,  of  which  the  reader 
may  take  the  following Jnftyice  out  of  B.  IV.  c.  3.  It  is 
faid  by  the  Lord,  JVoe  to  thofe  that  have  and,  receive  in  hypo^ 
crify^  or  zvho  are  able  to  fupport  themfelves^  yet ^  will  receive  of 
others^  for  both  of  them  Jhall  give  an  account  to  the  Lord  God  in 
the  day  of  judgment) ;  or  becaufe  they  are  only  the  various  read'- 
ings  of  different  copies ^  and  interpolation  offcribes  in  their  ma-^ 


»  Prolegom.  In  Nov.  Teft.    §.  *  Cod.  Apqcr.  Not.  Teft.  Par. 

724,  7*5-  3-  ?•  524. 

Vol.  I.  G  g  nufcriptSy 
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nufcripts^  nvhich  were  wrote  long  after  the  end  of  the  fourth 
century,  and  of  which  the  reader  may  fee  many  inftance^  in 
Dr.  Mill's  Notes  on  the  Gofpels;  fee  Matt.  xx.  a8.  xxiv.  3r, 
Mar.  xvi.  8.  Luk.  vi.  5.  Joh.  iii.  5.  71.-25.  But  befides 
either  of  thefe,'  thefe  are  now  to  be  found  in  the  Alcoran  of 
Mahomet  fevcral  Difaturfes^  Sayings  and  Hijiories^  as  of 
Chrift  and  his  Apoftles,  which  are  not  to  be  found  in  any  of 
our  prefent  Gofpels.  My  dedgn  indeed  obliges  me  not  to 
take  any  notice  of  thefe,  becaufe  the  impoftor  lived  about  twa 
hundred  years  after  that  time,  to'  which  I  have  confined  my- 
felf  in  the  whole  of  this  difcourfe,  and  at  a  time  when  there 
was  not  the  leaft  difpute  among  the  Chriftians  about  the  Ca- 
non of  the  New  Teftament^  but  all  in  every  country  t^niver- 
fally  agreed  in  receiving  the  fame  books  as  Scripture.  How- 
ever I  thought  it  not  unfuitable  to  prefent  the  reader  with  the 
following  collection  which  I  have  made  out  of  the  Alcoran  of 
the  Sayings^  Hijtories,  Difcourfes^  &c.  which  are  therein 
afcribed  to  Chrift,.  his  Apoftles,  &c.  for  the  following  rea- 
fons : 

1.  Becaufe  the  paflages  being  fo  large,  and  undoubtedly 
many,  or  moft  of  them  taken  out  of  Apocryphal  books,  will 
afford  us  more  clear  and  enlarged  notions  of  thofe  books,  as 
being  made  up  of  idle,  fabulous,  and  incredible  relations, 
which  confequently  will  be  no  fmall  ftrengthening  to  our  pre- 
fent books  in  the  Canon,  whofe  accounts  are  fo  much  more 
confiftent  and  rational.  ' 

2.  Hereby  we  (hall  fee  what  wretched,  perverfe,  and  un- 
ju(l  ideas  the  Mahometans  are  necefStated  to  have  of  the 
Chrifiian  religion,  who  know  little  or  nothing  of  Chrift,  but 
what  is  contained  in  the  following  collection. 

3.  We  hereby  alfo  perceive  how  unfair  the  artifices  were, 
which  the  impoftor  made  ufe  of  againft  Chriftianity  in  the 
compiling  bi^  Alcoran,  who  chofe  to  make  his  collections 
concerning  Chrift,  and  the  Chriftian  affairs,  out  of  thofe  fpu- 
rious  and  Apocryphal  books,  which  were  at  that  time  almoft 
univerfally  rejefted  by  Chriftiaris,  and  not  from  the  genuine 
and  allowed  records  of  Chrift's  Apoftles.  ' 

4«  Such 
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4.  Such  a  coUe&ion  as  the  following  having  not  yet  been 
made  (to  my  knowledge]  by  any,  I  thought  it  might  befome 
entertainment  to  thofe  who  have  any  curiofity  in  thefe  things, 
to  fee  at  one  view  what  Mahomet  and  his  followers  believe 
concerning  Jefus  Chrifti  as  it  is  contained  in  their  Alcoran. 


A  CoUeftion  of  the  Histories  and  Sayings  of 
CHRlST,  and  Things  relating  to  him,  which  are 
to  be  found  in  the  Alcoran  of  Mahomet. 

[N.  B.  In  this  colledioh  I  have  followed  the  laft  Eng- 
lifli  tranflation  of  the  Alcoran,  done  out  of  the  French, 
which  was  tranflated  out  of  Arabick  by  the  Sieur  de 
Ryer,  Lord  of  Malezair,  and  refident  for  the  French 
King  at  Alexandria.] 

I.  Chap.  II.  Intitled,  Of  the  GnVy  p.  72. 

MAHOMET  introduces  God  thus  fpe^king,  "  We  gave 
*'  the  Law  to  Mofes^  and  after  himfent  many  prophets  ; 
**  we  infpired  knowledge  into  Jefut  the  fin  of  Mary^  and 
"  Jirengthened  him  by  the  Holy  Ghoji  ;  but  you  arofe  againjl 
f*  the  prophets  that  came  contrary  to  your  affeSfions  j  you  belied 
"  one  party  and  flew  another'**  The  (ame  in  part  we  read  in 
the  fatne  cbapter,  p.  89. 

II.  Chap.  IIL  Intitled,  Of  the  Lineage  of  Joachim^  p.  96, 

97,  &c. 

GOD  elefted  Adam  and  Noah,  the  lineage  of  Abraham, 
and  the  lineage  pf  Joachim;  the  one  proceedeth  from  the 
other ;  God  knoweth  and  uhderftandeth  all  things.  Re« 
member  thou,  how  the  wife  of  Joachim  faid,  "  Lord^  I  vow 
**  unto  thee  tin  fruit  that  is  in  my  womb  free  and  exempt  from 
**  all  affair  Sy  toferve  thee  in  thy  temple.     Accept  him  from  me^ 

G  g  2  *'  who 
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**  who  Bjfir  him  to  thie  with  afiEtion ;  than  underjiandeft  and 
•*  knoweji  all  things.;  When  (he  was  delivered,  (he  fcid, 
'*  Lordy  I  am  delivertd  of  a  daughter ^  thou  knoweft  thou  hafi 
**  given  her  to  me\  /  have  named  her  Mary  :  I  will  pnferve 
^  through  thinr  ajji/lance  her  and  her  pofterity  from  the  malice 
of  the  Devil.  Accept  her^  Lord^  with  a  pleajing  accepta^ 
tionj  and  caufe  her  to  produce  good  fruits"  Zachary  had 
the  care  of  the  education  of  this  daughter ;  and  whenfoever 
he  went  into  his  oratory,  he  there  found  a  thoufand  forts  of 
difFercnt  fruits  of  divers  feafons*  He  faid  one  day,  "  O  Mary! 
**  Whence  do  thefe  good  things  proceed  ?  She  anfwered,  They 
**  proceed  from  Gody  who  enricheth  without  meafure  whom  he 
**  pleafeth"  Then  Zachary  prayed  to  the  Lord,  and  faid, 
*'  Lordy  give  me  a  progeny  that  may  he  pleajing  to  thecy  and 
**  that  may  obferve  thy  commandments ;  Lordy  hear^my  fray^ 
•*  ers,^*  The  Angel  called  to  him,  and  faid  to  him,  "  7^- 
**  dare  to  thee  from  Gody  tpat  thoujhalt  have  afon  called  Johriy 
"  hejhall  affirm  the  Mejfias  to  he  the  Word  rfGod\  that  he 
**  Jhallbe  a  great  perfony  chajlcy  a  prophety  and  one  of  the  Ju/i. 
"  Lordy  anfwered  Zachary,  How  Jhall  I  have  afony  I  am  old^ 
"  and  my  wife  is  barren  ?'*  The  Angel  faid  to  him,  "  So  God 
*^  doth  as  pleafeth  him.  Lordy  faid  Zachary,  Give  me  forme 
**  figf^  rf^he  conception  of  my  wife.  Thejign  that  I  will  give 
'*'  thecy  anfwered  the  Angcly  fiall  bey  That  thoujhalt  notfpeak 
«  in  three  daysy  but  by  Jigns ;"  Remember  thou  thy  Lord 
often,  praife  him  evening  and  morning.  .  Remember  thou, 
how  the  Angel  faid,  "  O  Maryy  God  hath  chofen  and  purified 
'*  thee  above  all  the  women  of  the  world  \  O  Mary^  obey  thy 
**  Lordy  praife  him,  and  worjhip  him  with  thofe  that  worjhip 
"  A/«."  I  relate  to  thee  how  the  matter  paft ;  Thou  wert 
not  with  the  Minifters  of  the  Temple,  when  they  caft  in  their 
pens  to  draw  lots,  and  to  fee  )vhich  of  them  (hould  have  the 
care  of  the  education  of  Mary,  neither  when  they  entered  upon 
this  difficulty.  Remember  thou,  how  the  Angels  (aid  ;  "  O 
«  Maryy  Goddeclareth  unto  thee  a  wordy  from  which  Jhall fro^ 
«  ceed  the  MeffiaSy  named  J  ejus  y  the  f on  of  Mary y  full  of  ho- 
"  nour  in  this  worlds  and  that  Jhall  be  in  the  other  in  the  num- 
*«  ber  of  inter ccjfors  with  his  Divine  Majefy.   He  Jhall fpeak  in 

^^  the 
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**  the  cradle  as  a  man  hetwixt  thirty  and  fifty  years  ^  andjhall  be 
•<  in  the  number  of  the  Jujir  She  faid,  "  Lordi^  how /hall  I 
**  have  a  child  without  the  touch  of  a  man  ?"  He  anfwered,  '*  So 
**  God  doth  as  pleafeth  him  j  when  he  createth  any  things,  he 
**  faith^  Be  thoUj  and  it  is.  J  will  teach  him  the  Scriptures^ 
«*  the  myfleries  of  the  Law^  the  Old  Te/lament^  and  the  Gof^ 
♦*  pel^  and  he  /ball  be  a  prophet  fent  to  the  children  of  Ifrael.^* 
Jcfus  (aid  to  the  children  of  Ifrael,  "  /  come  to  you  with  evi* 
**  dentfigns  of  my  mijftonfrom  your  Lord;  I  will  make  unto 
««  you  ofthejlime  of  the  earth  the  figure  of  a  bird;  I  will  blow 
**  upon  it^  prefently  it  Jball  be  a  birdy  and  by  the  permiffion  of 
"  God'Jballfiy;  I  will  heal  them  that  are  born  blindy  and  the 
"  leprous  \  I  will  raife  again  the  dead ;  I  will  teach  you  what 
**  you  Jhall  eaty  and  what  you  ought  not  to  eat.  This  fl)all  ferve 
**  you  for  inJiru£fiony  if  you  believe  in  God.  I  am  come  to  con- 
**  firm  the  Old  Tejfqment,  and  what  hath  been  taught  you  here-* 
**  tofore*  Certainly  it  is  lawful  for  you  to  eat  things  that  have 
**  heretofore  been  forbidden.  I  am  come  to  you  withjigns  of  my 
*'  mijfiony  that  tejiify  that  I  am  truly  fent  from  your  Lord. 
**  Fear  God,  and  obey  me  ;  God  is  my  Lord^  and  your  Lord^ 
**  wor/hip  him;  this  is  the  right  way.^*  When  Jefus  knew 
their  impiety,  he  faid,  "  Who  Jhallfujlain  the  law  of  God  in 
"  my  abfen&e?**  The  Apoftles  anfwered  him,  ^*  fVe  willfuf 
^^  tain  the  law  of  God;  we  believe  in  his  Unity.  Be  thou  a 
'*  witnefs  before  God^  thai  we  reftgn  ourfelves  wholly  to  the 
^*  pleafure  of  his  divine  Majefiy.  Lordy  we  believe  in  what 
"  thouhaji  commanded;,  and  we  have  followed  the  prophet^  thy 
'*  Apoflle ;  write  us  in  the  number  of  them  that  profefs  thy 
**  /jw."  The  Jews  confpired  againft  Jefus,  and  God  caufed 
their  confpiracy  to  turn  againft  them;  he  knoweth  the  de- 
iigns  of  confpirators.  Remember  thou,  how  the  Lord  faid, 
'*  0  fefusy  I  will  caufe  thee  to  die  ;  I  will  elevate  thee  to  my-* 
"  fi^lfi  ^"^  remove  thee  far  from  infidels^  and  prefer  thofe  wha 

*'  have  obeyed  thee  to  infidels  at  the  day  of  judgment JefuS 

is  with  God.  A  little  after,  viz.  p.  100.  We  believe  in  God 
in  what  he  hath  infpired  into  us,  in  what  he  infpired  into 
Abraham,  Ifmael,  Ifaac,  Jacob,  and  the  tribes ;  in  what  was 
ordained  by  Mofes,  by  Jefus,  and  generally  all  the  prophets. 

G  g  3  —Such 
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*— Such  as  (hall  be  impious  towards  Jefus  having  believed  the 
books  of  MofeSf  and  (hall  augment  their  impiety  againft  Ma- 
homet, fhall  never  be  converted,  fhall  err  eternally. 

III,  Chap.  IV,  Intitled,  OfWonun^^,  124. 

GOD  imprinted  infidelity  in  their  {the  Jews)  hearts \  they 
fhall  never  believe  in  his  law,  except  very  few  of  them,  be- 
caufe  of  their  malice,  and  the  blafphemies  they  vomited  againft 
Mary ;  They  faid,  *^  We  have  Jlain  the  Mefftah^  Jefus  the 
^^  fin  of  Mary,  the  prophet  and  JpoJiU  of  God,'**  Certainly 
they  flew  him  not,  neither  crucified  him  5  they  crucified  one 
among  them  that  refembled  him.  Such  as  doubt  it  are  in  a 
manifeft  error,  and  fpeak  not  but  through  opinion.  Certainly 
they  fiew  him  not.  Oh  the  contrary,  God  ^took  him  up  to 
himfelf;  he  is  omnipotent  and  prudent  in  all  his  actions* 
Such  as  have  the  knowledge  of  the  Scripture  ought  to  believe 
in  Jefus  before  his  death  :  he  fhall  be  a  witnefs  againft  them 
of  their  aflions  at  the  day  of  judgment.-  In  the  next  page — 
'if  he  Meifiah,  Jefus,  the  fon  of  Mary,  is  a  prophet  and  an 
Apoftle  of  God,  his  word  and  fpirit,  which  he  feht  to  Mary : 
believe  therefore  in  God,  and  his  prophets,  and  fay  not,  There, 
he  three  Qods  :  put  an  end  to  that  difiourfi  j  you  fhall  do  well\ 
for  there  is  but  one  God :  praifed  be  God,  he  hath  no  fin  y 
whatever  is  in  heaven  and  earth  obeycth  him  :  it  is  fufficient 
that  he  is  witnefs.  The  Meffiah  efteenieth  it  no  difhonoyr 
to  be  the  fervant  of  God,  neither  the  angel,  nor  the  cherur 
bim. 

IV.  Chap.  V.  Intitled,  The  Chapter  of  the  TaHe^  p,  129. 

'  CERTAINLY,  he  that  faith,  that  the  Mejftnh^  the  fon  of 
Maryy  is  Gody  is  impious  j  fay  to  him.  Who  can  hinder  God 
to  exterminate  the  JkteJ/iah  and  his  mother,  with  whatfoever  i$ 
in  the  earth,  when  it  fhall  feem  good  to  him  ? 


V.  The 
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V.  The  fame  Chapter,  p.  J32, 

**  JVEfinty  after  many  prophets^  Jefus  thefon  of  Mary y  wh 
•*  confirmed  the  antient  Scriptures^  To  him  we  gave  the  Gof^ 
**  P^^f^U  ofligbty  to  conduct  the  people  to  the  right  way^  with  a 
**  confirmation  of  the  Old  Tejiamenty  a  guide  and  injlru^ion  for 
"  the  righteous^**  They  that  follow  the  Gofpe}  ought  to  judge 
as  it  is  commanded  in  the  GofpeL 


VI.  The  fame  Chapter,  p.  134,  135. 

CERTAINLY  they,  who  affirm  the  Mejftah^  the  fon  rf 
Mary^  to  he  Gody  are  impious.  The  Meffiah  commanded!  the 
children  of  Ifrael  to  worjhip  God^  his  and  their  Lord,  The 
entrance  into  paradife  is  forbidden  to  him,  that  fhall  fay,  God 
hath  a  companion  equal  to  him ;  hell  (hall  be  his  habitation,  and 
the  unjuft  (hall  fini  none  to  protect  them  at  the  day  of  judg« 
ment.  Such  as  affirm,  there  are  three  Gods^  are  impious ; 
there  is  but  one  God.  If  they  defift  not  from  fuch  difcourfe, 
they  (hall  burn  in  the  fire  x)f  hell :  if  they  turn  and  implore 
pardon  of  God,  he  will  be  gracious  to  them,  and  mercifuU 
The  Meffiah,  the  fon  of  Mary,  is  a  Prophet  and  Apojile  of 
Gody  like  to  the  prophets  that  came  before  him ;  his  mother  is 
holy,  and  both  of  them  did  eat  and  drink.— ~The  Infidels  arp 
accurfed  by  th^  tongue  of  David,  and  rf Meffiah^  the  fon  of 
^ary^  becaufe  of  their  difobedience,  &c. 


yil.  ThQ  fame  Chapter,  p.  138,  xjg. ' 

HE  fhall  fey  to  Jefus,  •*  O  Jefus^  fon  of  Mary^  remember 
^*  thou  my  grace  towards  thecy  and  thy  mother:  I flrengthened 
**  thee  with  the  Holy  Gho/t :-  thSu  fpakeji  in  thy  cradle  as  a 
**  man  of  forty  or  fifty  years.  Thee  did  I  injiruii  in  Scripture 
«'  and  knowledge y  the  Old  Tejiament  and  the  Gofpel.  Thou  didji 
'  ^^form  of  earth  the  figure  of  a  birdy  didJi  breath  upon  itj  and  it 
**  did  fy ;  thou  didfi  cure  the  horn  blind y  and  the  leprous y  and 
*'  dicfi  revive  the  dead.  I  delivered  thee  from  the  JewSy  when 
**  thou  dicjfi  preach  to  them  my  commandihentSy  an4  wroughtejl 

G  g  4  ,,  miracleh 
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*«  miracles^  which  the  wicked  affirmed  to  be  magick  and  in-^ 
**  chantment.     Remember  how  thou  didji  command  thy  JpoJIles 
•'  to  believe  in  me^  and  obey  my  prophety  and  bow  they  faid^  We 
"  bcliere  in  one  fole  Go<l ;  be  thou  witnefs  that  we  entirely  re- 
fign  ourfehes  to  the  will  of  God.    Remember  thou  diat  the 
Apoftles  faid,  0  Jefus  Jon  of'Mary^  can  thy  Lord  fend  us 
from  heaven  a  table  covered  with  meats  tofatisfy  us?"  Jefiis 
anfwered  them,  **  Fear  God^  if  you  believe  in  bis  Law.'*  They 
faid,  *'  ff^e  have  an  appetite^  and  defire  to  eat  of  the  food  of 
"  heaven^  for  the  repofe  of  our  hearts^  and  to  know  ifthoufpeak- 
**  ejl  truth,  of  which  wejhallbt  witnejfes.'*  Then  faid  he, «  O 
*'  Gody  my  Lord,  caufe  to  defcend  upon  us  from  heaven  a  table 
**  covered  with  meat.     This  day  Jhall  be  celebrated  by  us^  and 
**  them  that  Jhall  fucceed.  This  Jhall  be  njtgn  ojthy  omnipotence ; 
**  enrich  us  with  thy  grace  \  thou  pojfejjtjl  all  treajure**    God 
faid  to  him,  "  Iwill'cauje  to  defcend  from  heaven  the  food  which 
**  thou  dejirejl ;  and  whojo ever  Jhall  be  impious^  Jhall  be  puaijhei 
^  with  torments^  that  no  man  yet  hath  JufferedJ*    He  (hall  iay 
at  the  day  of  judgment,  "  0  J  ejus  ^  Jon  of  Mary  I  DidJl  thoU 
^  enjoin    the  people  to  worjhip  thee  .  and  thy  mother  as  two 
^^  gods?''    Jefus  fhall  anfwer,  ^"^ Praifed  be  thyname^  I  will 
^  take  heed  of  fpeaking  what  is  not ;  thou  knoweji  if  I  have 
^ Jaid  it;  thou  art  omniJcient\  thou  knoweJi  what  is  in  my 
^^  Joul^  and  I  have  no  knowledge  of  what  is  in  thee ;  /  delivered 
•*  nothing  but  what  thou  didJl  command  me  to  Jpeaky  viz.  Wor- 
*'  (hip  God  your  Lord  and  mine.    /  am  witnijsfrom  the  time 
**  /  was  in  the  world,  until  thou  didJl  cauje  me  to  die,  thou  didji 
**  objerve  the  deportments  of  the  people  \  thou  feejl  all\  if  thou 
•'  chajiifejl  men^  fbey  are  thy  creatures ;  if  thou  dojl  pardon 
^  themy  thou  art  omnipotent  and  wife.    Then  Jhall  Godjay^  t^c. 


VIII.  Chap.  VI.  Intitled,  Oj  Gratifications,  p.  146. 

**  ff^E  gave  knowledge  to  Abrahayky  IJaac^  and  ^acob  his 
^^  Jon,  We  before  inJiruSled  Noah  and  his  lineage  in  the  right 
**  way.  We  taught  it  Davidy  Solomon,  yob,  Jojephy  MoJeSy 
"  Aaron,  Zacharyy  St.  John,  Jefus  the  Jon  of  Mary,  Ehahy 

^         "  JJhmaelj 
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«  IJhmael^  Jojhua^  Jonas  and  f^ot.    We  gratified  them  above 
«  the  reftdue  of  the  worW* 

IX.  Chap.  IX.  Intided,  Of  Converfton^  p.  178. 

THE  Jews  have  faid,  that  the  Son  of  God  is  mjl  powerful: 
die  Chriftians,  that  the  MeJJiah  is  the  Son  of  God:  their  words 
arc'  lite  the  words  of  Infidels  that  preceded  them,  but  God 
fliall  lay  upon  them  his  curfe.  Coniider  how  they  blafpheme  ; 
riiey  adore  their  do£tors  and  priefts,  and  the  Mefftah  alfo^  the 
fin  (f  Mary^  who  commanded  them  to  worjhip  one  God  alone  i 
there  is  but  one  fole  God,  there  is  nothing  equal  to  him. 


X.  Chap.  XIX.  Intitled,  Of  Mary^  p.  246,  fcf^. 

2ACHARY,  the  fervant  of  thy  Lord,  remembered  his 
grace,  when  he  in  fecret  prayed  to  his  Lord,  and  faid,  "  Lord^ 
**  my  bones  are  become  feeble{and  mine  head  is  white  with  old 
**  age ;  Lordy  I  never  was  rejected  in  my  prayers^  hear  my 
•*  petition^  give  me  a  fon  to  fucceed  me^  that  may  be  mine  heir^ 
**  heir  of  the  lineage  of  Jacobs  and  he  pleafing  to  thee,     O  Za^ 
*^  chary  !  I  declare  unto  thee^  that  thoufhalt  have  a  fon  named 
•*  John  ;  no  man  hath  yet  been  called  by  that  name^**    He  laid, 
**  Lordy  how  fhall  I  have  a  fon  ?  My  wife  is  barren^  and  I  am 
•*  too  old.**   It  was  anfwerei  him,  "  The  thing  fhall  be  as  I 
**  have  faid  unto  thee  \  it  is  eafy  to  thy  Lor  d^  who  created  thee*** 
,He  faid,  "  Lord^  give  mefomefign  of  the  conception  of  my  wife  ^* 
He  faid  to  Eim,  "  Thoufhalt  notfpeakfor  three  nights,**  Thex^ 
went  he  out  of  his  oratory,  and  made  figns  to  the  people  to 
make  their  prayers  morning  and  evening.     *^  Oh  John  !  learn 
••  the  ScriptiiTe  with  affection :  we  from  his  infancy  gave  him 
•*  knowledge y  clemency^  charity^  piety^  affeHion  towards  his  fa^ 
•*  ther  and  motherland  not  violence  and  difobedience.  We  hleffed 
"  the  day  cf  bis  nativity ^  the  day  that  he  Jhall  di^'t  and  the  day 
^  that  he  fhall  rife  again**    Remember  thou  what  is  written 
(bt  Mary,  "  She  retired  towards  the  eajl  into  a  place  far  remote 
^  from  her  kindred^  and  took  a  veil  to  cover  her.    We  fent  her 
^*  ourfpirit  in  the  form  of  a  man :  fhe  wets  afraid^  andfaid^  God 

^'will 


458  An  Appindix.  paat  n« 

*'  will  preferve.  me  from  thei^  if  thou  have  his  fear  before  thine 
««  eyes:*    He  faid,  «  O  Mary^  I  am  the  wfinger  ef  G^iythy 

*  **  Ldrdy  who /bail  give  thee  a  fon  a£iive  and  prudent ^^  She 
atfifwerod,  **  Hnu  /ball  J  have  a  fin  without  the  touch  of  a 
^^\fian  f  ./  defire  not  to  h  un'chajie.^^  6c  faid,  **  The  thing 
^^  Jhall he  at  I  have  toid  thee  \  it  is  eajy  to  thy  Lord-,  thy  fon 
^'JhaU  bfio  t9ktn  of  ib^  onanpotente  efGod^  and  of  his*  fpecial 
^^  grace  toward fuch  as  Jhall  believe  in  his  divine  majefiy^*  She 
became  with  child|  aod  retir^  fptne  tinip  ifKo  %  plac0>emote 
frdm  people,  where  (be  fuftained  the  dolours  of  cbiM«-bifth  at 
the  foot  of  a  date-tree,  and  faid,  *^  Why  am  not  I  deaif 
**  wherefore^  am  I  not  in  the  number  of  perfons  forgotUn  V* 
The  angel  faid  to  her,  "^  Ajflla  not  thyjelf^  God  hath  placed 
**  a  brook  under  thee ;  Jhalfe  the  foot  of  this  palm^  and  the  daUs 

*  ^Jhalt  fall'y  gather  them  up;  eat  and  drink^  and  wajb  thine 
**  eyes  :  fay  unto  them  that  thou /halt  meet',  that  thoufajieft^ani 
<«  haft  inade  a  vow  not  to  fpeak  to  any  one,,  until  the,  fajt  b4  m^ 


^^  neither  idas'thy  motfjer  uncha/le.**  She  made  ficrns  td  her 
infant'  to  anfwer  them :  they  faid,  "  How  Jhall  the  jnfqnt  j^ 
^  the  cradle  fpealf*^  Then  her  infant  (pake,  and  (^id,  **  /^ 
^  the  fervant  of  God :  he  Hath  taught  me  tie  Script^rff^^h^flf 
«*  madit  me  a  prophet^  blejid  me  in  all  places,  and  ^^mmatyi^d 
*^  me  to  pray  unto  hint:  he  hath  recommended  io  m^  'pwrity^ 
**  through  ihe  whole  conrfe  ef  my  life,,  and  to  honour  n^^fqikffi^ 
•*  and  mother  \  he  hath  not  made  me  either  violent y  ormaliciot(s: 
**  praifed  Jhall  be  the  day  of  my  birth ^  the  day  that  I  Jhall  die^ 
«•  and  the  day  of  my  refurre^nu:*  Thu^  (lipdkt  JefaSJ  the  fon 
of  Mary,  with  truth,  of  which  ye  doubt  3^  Gpd  ^gfflycdv^ofc 

the  difcourfc  of  them  who  fay^  He  hath  aj^r^.  Praifpd  b^^Qi^l,', 

'    , .   .  ,  ■ .         .        .  .    •  1.     ' 

.   XI.  Glap^XXni.  lotitW,  Ofsttue  BOd^mi-pl  iji.^''' 
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"  PFE  created  ^^fus  (ind  Mar^f  his  mqtJjifir  \  fb^  Arfifgki 
"  of  our  unity  \  we  efiablljhed^  them  in  au  ^n^vi  ^phi^e^  tvA^nr ' 
^*' the\- jiayed  neam  fountain*'    .        •^-,  j.  '^- ....)•>.»•- <-"' 

'■■"''''' XIL 
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XII.  Chap.  XXXIIL  InMtAyOf  hands  of  Soldiers^  If. -^i^. 

REMEMBER  thoii,  we  received  the  promife  of  the  Pro* 
phets,  of  thee,  of  Noah,  of  Abraham,  of  Mofe$,  and  gf  Jefus, 
the  fon  of  Mary,  to  wor(hip  but  one  God :  we  -received  a 
ftrong  proD&ife*    See  to  the  fame  purpofe,  chap.  42*  p*  35^* 

XIII.  Chap.  XLin.   Intitied,  OfCounfel^  p.  362. 

THE  people  would  not  hearken  to  the  fon  of  Mary,  when 
he  ipake  to  them  by  parable :  they  faid.  Our  gods  are  more 
profitable  to  us  than  bis  lies  and  quejlions :  on  the  contrary, 
riicy  were  rcfradory.  He  is  our  fervant ;  we  conferred  on 
him  our  grace,  and  made  him  like  to  the  other  prophets  of  the 
children  of  IfraeL  Had  it  pleafed  me,  I  had  created  angels  on 
earth  in  your  place.  The  doming  of  Jefus,  the  fon  of  Mary, 
jhall  be  a  fign  of  the  certainty  of  the  day  of  judgment  ^  doubt 
not  concerning  that  day.  He  faid  unto  me.  Follow  nie,  it  is 
the  right  way\  beware^  lefi  the  devil  fidua  you  j  he  is  your 
opin  enimy  i  I  come  to  teach  you  the  commandments  ofGody  to 
refolvi  the  doubts^  and  judge  the  differences  that  are  among  you: 
fear  God^  and  obey  him  j  he  is  your  Lord^  and  mine ;  worjhip 
Aim,  it  is  the  right  way*  The  people  doubted  his  doctrine, 
but  mifery  (haU.be  upon  the  wicked*  A  little  after,  p.  363. 
If  God  have  a  fon,  whom  (hall  we  firft  adore  i  Praifed  be 
Qod,  king  of  heaven  and  earth,  the  matter  is  not  as  the  In^ 
lidels  deliver  it. 

XIV.  Chap.LVII.  Intitlcd,(y/r«»,p.  395. 

WE  fent  Noah  and  Abraham,  &c.  We  fent  Jefus,  the  fon 
of  Mary:  we  taught  him  the  Gofpel:  we  put  civility,  cle- 
mency, and  chaftity  into  the  hearts  of  them  that  followed  him. 
We  did  not  command  them  to  keep  virginity ;  they  kept  it  of 
their  own  accord,  becaufe  of  the  defire  they  had  to  pleafe  God. 
They  have  not  obferved  their  Law,  as  they  ouglit  \  many  have 
Been  difobedient ;  but  we  have  rewarded  thofe  ai:nQng  them 
who  believed.    O  ye  that  believe  in  Jefus,  fear  God,  and  be-- 

lieve 
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licvc  in  hi$  Prophet:  ye  (hall  have  double  die  reward  of 
God*$  mercy  \  he  Ihall  pardon  your  fins,  5ec«    -  ^ 


XV.  Chap.  LXL  Intitled,  Cyv/rr^iy,  p,  403. 

REMEMBER  thou,,  that  JeTus,  the  fen  of  Mary>  (aid  t(» 
the  children  of  Ifrael,  /  am  the  mejfenger  of  GoJ-,  hi  hatbfent 
me  to  confirm  the  Old  Tejfamentyondu  declare  to  pUjthatthere 
Jhall  come  a  Prophet  after  me^  whofe  name  Jhall  he  MahonuU 
When  he  came  with  miracles,  reafons  moft  intelligible,  and 
arguments  infallible,  they  faid  that  he  was  a  magician ;  who 
hmore  impious,  than  he  that  blafphemeth  againft  God? 

.  •  •      • 

jt  little  after  in  the  fame  chapter .    ....       > 

JESUS,  the  fon  of  Mary,  faJd  to  his  Apoill6s,  f^ho  wiB 
maintain  the  Law  of  God  with  me?  he  Jhall  hejkpp^rted  ani 
proteSed  of  God.  The  Apoftles  anfwered,  JFe  wilt  maintain 
it.  One  part  of  the  children  of  Ifrad  believed  in  Jefus,  and 
another  rejcfted  his  Law:  we  gave  fucconr  ^0^ thim  thntle* 
Uevedagainft  their  enemiesy  and  they  were  vldloriouu 

% 

Thefe  ate  the  paflages  which  art  inthe  Akoran  cotftrernlng 
Chrift,  bis  Do6irines^  Difcourfes^  Mions^  faTr.  Concerning 
them  I  intend  not  to  make  any  particular  critidfm,  or  re* 
marks  j  but  only  to  attempt  the  proof  of  this  one  propofitioft, 
that  Mahomet  took  many  or  mojl  of  thefe  pajfages  out  offonufpu-- 
rious  and  Apocryphal  Gofpeh  of  the  Gnojiicks^  and  ether  antient 
\Hereticks, 

This  is  a  fa£l^,  as  far  as  I  know,  yet  unknown^  yet  un- 
proved in  the  world,  although  it  evidently  appeai%  to  be  of 
confiderable  confequence.  It  is  indeed  a  common  obfervadoiiy  J 

that  in  the  compiling  of  the  Alcoran  the  impoiftor  made  ufe 
of  the  Scriptures,  both  of  the  Old  and  New  Tcftament,  and 
took  many  parts  of  his  book  out  of  both,  which  is  indeed  true; 
but  he  who  will  with  any  carefulnels  compare  what  he  (eems 
to  have  borrowed  from  the  Scriptures  with  the  accounts  re- 
ferred to  in  the  Scriptures  themfelves,  will  be  not  a  little  fur- 

prifed 
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prifed  to  fee  the  diiFerence ;  and  be  the  more  eafily  induced  to 
beUeve,  «lwt  he  vnft  amrmnly  made  ufe  effiaui  Jf$cryphql  and  , 
Jpurious  imitings.     For  the  evidencing,  erf",  this  I  propofe  the 
following  remarks : 

Firft,  Mahomet  has  not  in  any  one  4>lace  of  the  Alcoram 
cited  either  ofourfr^ent  Gofpels^  cr  anyr  hoktkf  the  ifnv  Tef^ 
tament  by  Qaiiie«  This  I.  afleit  upon  a  &t\&  perufal  of  the 
whole  book>  although  I  have  obferved  five  or  fix  p^fiSges 
therein,  which  feem  very  plainly  to  be  taken  thence :  fo  for 
initance,  peaking  of  charity,  he  adds.  It  will  ewer  niany  fins' 
(Chap.  IL  Of  the  Qnv^  p.  91.) »  which  are  the  very  words  of 
St,  Peter  in  his  firfl  Epiflle,  cap.  iv,  ver.  8.  Charity  Jhalt  atvef 
a  multitude  of  fins.  Chap.  VII.  OfPriJons^  p,  157.  he  makes 
ufe  of  our  Savfour*s  metaphor,  which  is  in  three  of  our  Gof- 
pels  ^yOfa  Camel* s  pafftng  through  the  Eye  of  a  Needle  :  and 
in  the  fame  page  manifeflly  borrowed  hit  defcription  of  the  fu- 
ture fbtteiof  mtnfrom  our  Saviour's  parable  concerning  Dives 
^nd  Laxarus^  Luk«xvl,  Particularly,  when  he  fpeaks  of  the 
Jlmraf ror  Separation  ietwun  theilejfed  anddamnedy  he  alludes 
90  thofewDrds  of  Abraham  to  Divesj  yer«  26.  Between  us  and 
y§H  th^e  is  ^  great  gulf fifced,:  when  he^  makes  the  damned  to 
cry  to  the  blefledt  Give  us  of  the  water  which  you  drinks  he 
alhides  to  that,  ver.  24.  whetie  the  rich  man  is  reprefented,  as 
pj^iflg  ^  Abraham  tafend  Lazarus^  that  he  tnight  dip  tbejip 
^■^bisfijfger  in  v^ater^  cmd  cool  tis  tongue.  Again,  to,  omit 
o<her  inftancev  Chap.  J^IV.  Of  Abraham^  jf^.^nj.  he  bor- 
;rOw«vfihat  phrafe  of  Jude,  ver,  4.  of  turning  the  grace  of  God 
Ma9  kffcivioMfnefi^  .     , 

'i  SccoimJIjs  if  was  utterly  inconfiftent  with  the  whole  intention 
ef  Mahomet^ s  impofiure^  that  he  Jhould  in  any  one  place  cite  by 
Jtameanyfne  (f  our  Gofpels^  or  indeed  any  of  the  hooks  of  the 
tNH0  Teflament^  This  is  p}ain  to  any  one  who  is  acquainted 
,bt»t  in  dfcc  le»ft  degree  with,  the  Alcoran.  For  whereas  in  aU 
'<begeiHiiw3  Writ^ngsof  the  New  Teflament,  Jefus  Chrift  is 
.g€^Tt&offid■9^  God,  and  as  the  Son  of  God,  Mahomet  conti- 
AMally  obliges  his  followers  to  believe  the  contrary :  he  many 
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times  denies  him  to  be  either  God,  or  the  Son  of  God,  and 
fomettmes  pronounces  everlaftlng  damnation  and  mifery 
againft  thofe  who  believed  otherwife.  Befides  the  paflages 
above,  Numb.  IV,  VI,  IX,  XI,  and  XIV,  I  have  obferved 
near  twenty  places  in  the  Akoran,  where  Mahomet  exprefles 
and  infinuates  the  lame;  which,  for  die  fake  of  the  curious 
reader,  I  hate  fet  down  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  *•  Now 
the  reafon  why  the  impoftor  thus  frequently  and  ftrenuoufiy 
declares  againft  the  Scripture  account  of  Chrift's  divinity,  ap- 
pears evidently  to  be  this ;  becaufe  he,  having  it  in  his  inten* 
tion  to  appear  a  perfon  more  great  and  eminent  than  Jefus 
Chrift,  faw  this  impoflible  to  be  eiFe&ed,  if  the  accounts  in 
the  genuine  records  of  Chriftianity,  and  the  received  writings 
of  the  Apoftles>  were  credited  and  looked  upon  as  true.  As 
therefore  he  did  not  appeal  to  thefe  books,  fo  we  perceive 
plainly  that  it  was  inconfiftent  with  his  defigns  to  do  it. 

Thirdly,  Mahomet  was  very  likely  to  befumijhid  with  the 
fpurious  booisy  and  Apocryphal  writings  of  the  New  Tejlament. 
It  is  indeed  certain  that  bimfelf  could  neither  write  nor  read, 
as  he  exprefsly  fays  of  himfelf  twice  in  the  fiune  chapter 
of  the  Alcoran  (Chap.  VII.  p.  165.),  where  God  is  firft  in- 
troduced, commanding  perfons  to  believe  in  bis  prophet^  who 
could  neither  write  nor  ready  and  a  little  after,  he  exhorts 
them  in  thefe  words,  Believe  in  God,  and  in  his  prophet^  who 
can  neither  read  nor  write  :  but  though  he  was  thus  a  pcr- 
fe£Uy  rude  and  illiterate  barbarian,  he  was  artful  enough  te 
procure  proper  affiftances  for  his  work..  This  is  fo  notorious, 
that  it  feems  by  his  own  words  to  have  been  what  he  was 
commonly  reproached  with,  viz.  that  he  did  not  make  the  Al- 
coran himfelfy  but  others  helped  him.  So  in  the  chapter  in- 
titled.  Of  the  Alcoran  (Chap.  XXV.)  In  the  beginning  we 
read,  They  fay  that  the  Alcoran  is  but  a  fable  of  thine  own  in^ 
ventiony  with  the  ajjijiance  offome  other  perfon^  but  they  lie  and 
blafpheme :  but  notwithftanding  this  character  of  his  oppofers, 


•  Chap.  iv.  pag.  115,  121.  Ch. 
vi.  p.  148,  152.  Ch.  X.  p.  193, 
S95.  Ch.  xlv.  p.  219.  Ch.  xvi.  p. 
%2%,  Ch.  xvii.  p.  235.  Ch.  xviii.p. 
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Ch.  xli.  p.  352. 

the 


PART  !!•  An  Appendix.  463 

the  b£k  is  certain.  The  commentators  on  this  place  of  the  Al« 
coran  iky,  the  perfons  here  meant,  who  were  affiftants  to  Ma- 
homet, were  the  fervants  of  a  certain  fword-fmith'at  Mecca^ 
who  were  Chriftians,  with  whom  Mahomet  was^  ufed  often  to 
cbnverfe,  for  the  better  informing  himfelf  from  them  in  the 
Old  and  New  Teftamenta.  Betides  thefe^  we  find  he  had  die 
affiftance  not  only  of  a  Perfian  Jew,  named  Abdia  Ben  Salon, 
afterwards  called  AbdoIIah  £bn  Salem,  who  furniihed  him 
with  his  (lories  out  of  the  Old  Teftament  and  Talmud,  but 
alfo  6f  a  Chriftian  monk,  commonly  known  among  Chrifti- 
ans by  the  name  Sergius,  but  among  the  Eafterns  by  the  name 
Bahira  i  from  whom,  he  received  his  accounts  of  Chriflia^ 
nity  ^,  as  well  as  from  Joannes  Antiochenus ',  and  others. 
As  to  Sergius,  we  are  aftlired  ^  he  was  a  Neftorian  monk  of 
Syria,  who,  being  baniihed  from  his  monaftery,  fled  to 
Mecca,  and  there  entered  into  confederacy  with  Mahomet. 
Hence  it  cannot  be  thought  ftrange,  that  he  fhould  be  fur* 
niftied  with  the  ftories  of  Chrift,  by  thefe  Chriftian  accom- 
plices, which  he  made  ufe  of;  and  if  we  confidev  the  charac- 
ter of  Sergius,  who  was  his  principal  ailiftant,  it  will  appear 
evident  that  he  gave  him  his  relations  concerning  Chrift  only 
out  of  fuch  as  were  Apocryphal  books.  Sergius  was  a  Nef- 
torian :  the  diftinguifliing  tenet  of  that  fe£l  was,  that  Chriji 
was  not  God  \  and  this  was  the  impious  aflertion  of  many  of 
thofe  hereticks,  who  forged  the  Apocryphal  writings  which  I 
have  examined  in  the  preceding  work.  This  was  the  doc- 
trine of  Cerinthus  %  of  the  Nazarenes  \  Ebionites  ^,  Theodo- 
tus  Byzantius,  and  his  followers  ^>  the  Alogians  \  and  many 
others  of  thofe  hereticks,  who  made  ufe  of  fuch  books  to  fup-> 
port  their  herefy,  as  the  Gofpel  of  Cerinthus^  or  NazareneSy  the 
Preaching  and  Revelation  of  Peter^  &c.     The  Neftorians 

»  See   Dean  Prideaux's  Life  of  ciil.  feptimi.  p.,1209. 

MahonJct,,p.  35,  36.  **  Prideaux.  Loc.  cit. 

^  See  Vincent.  Bellovacen.  Spe.  *  Tertull.  de  Praefcript.  c.4S» 

cul.  Hiftor.  1.  73.  cap.  4.1.  ■       66.  &  Epiphan.  Hseref.  28. 

apud  Forbes.  Inftit.  Hiftor.  Theo-  ^  Id.  Hasref.  29. 

log.  lib.  4.,  c.  3.  p.  177.  andPri-  »  Id.  Hseref.  30. 

deaux's  I^ife  of  Mahomet,  p.  37>  ^  Tertull.  de  Praefcript.  C.  ult. 
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ifaerefere  being  hereticks  of  the  fame  fort,  rery  probably  made 
ttfe  of  the  fame  books ;  and  confequently  Mi^met,  being 
affifted  by  Sergius,  was  very  likely  to  be  furniflied  with  the 
old  fpurious  and  Apocryphal  books. 

Fourthly,  Although  the  impoftor  mentions  t^o  books  from 
urtience  he  borrows  his  accounts  of  Cbrift,  y^t  in  one  place  he 
eites  a  bijlory  of  the  Virgin  Mary^  and  of  Chrift^  as  being 
written^  i.  e.  as  out  of  fome  book.  The  place  I  me^n  is  that 
Chap.  XIX.  Of  the  Alcoran^  above  In  my  coUedion,  Numb. 
X.  He  introduces  the  hiftory  of  Mary  thus,  Rememker  thou 
\iriiat  is  written  of  Maty^  kc.  This  he  did,  I  fupp<^e, 
through  forgetfulnefs,  becaufe  I  have  not  obferved  another 
fuch  place  in  the  Alcoran. 

Fifthly,  Several  of  tH^  paflages  in  the  preceding  coileAion 
out  of  the  Alcoran  may  be  certainly  proved  to  have  been  in 
Apocryphal  books :  for  inftance, 

1.  The  ftory  of  the  wife  of  Joachim,  Numb.  II.  above, 
viz.  her  devoting  Mary  to  the  fervice  of  the  Temple,  feems 
plainly  to  be  taken  either  out  of  the  Prot-cvangelion  of 
James,  Chap.  IV.  or  the  Go(pcl  of  die  Birth  of  Mary, 
Chap.  II.  (which  are  two  Apocryphal  books  now  extant,  and 
will  be  product  in  the  diird  Part  of  this  work)  in  both  \iidiich 
this  fame  account  is  related. 

2.  The  account  of  ChriJP s fpeaking  in  his  cradle^^nmh. 
III.  is  related  in  the  Gofpel  tranilated  out  of  Arabick  by  Mr. 
Sike,  under  the  title  of  The  Gofpel  of  the  Infancy  ofChriJf^- 
Chap.  I.  which  (hall  alfo  be  in  the  next  Part. 

3.  The  ftory  of  Chrift's  making  a  bird  out  oftheflime  of  the 
earth,  when  a  child,  related  Numb.  II.  and  Numb.  VII.  is  alfo 
in  Ae  fame  Gofpel  of  ChriJVs  Infancy,  Chap.  XXXVI.  and 
die  Gofpel  of  the  Infancy  in  Greek,  under  the  name  of  Tho- 
mas, publifhed  by  Cotelerius,  Chap.  II. 

4.  The  ridiculous  fi£tion,  Numb.  III.  concerning  Chrijl*s 
not  being  crucified,  but  another  crucified  injlead  of  him,  appears 
manifeftly  to  be  taken  out  of  fome  old  Apocryphal  book. 
However  furprifmg  the  account  may  feem,  it  is  fad,  that  Ba- 
filides,  and  feveral  others  of  the  antient  hereticks,  not  long 
after  Chrift,  poiltively  affirmed  that  Chrift  was  not  crucified, . 

but 


btrt  Simoti  the  CjrreneaA  in  his  room  5  who,  vrtien  lie  carried 
the  crofi  of  Chrift,  was  fo  transformed  into  the  likeneis  of 
Chrift,  that  he  was  taken  for  him,  and  crttcified  in  his  ftead  ; 
afnd  at  the  fame  time  Jefo^  took  the  fortti  and  appearance  of 
Simon,  and  flood  by  laughing  at  their  miiftake.  This  we  find 
ih  Irenaeosa,  Tertullian*,  and  Epiphanius  ^ ;  ^d  I  have 
above  proved  %  that  there  were  a  kSt  of  Chrlftians  called  Doi^' 
c'itasy  in  the  very  beginning  of  thfe  fecond  century,  for  this  rca- 
fon,  that  ^y  thought  C3)riJ{  did  not  reaHyfuffer^  but^nly  inap- 
pearance^  This  opinion  of  Chrlft,  I  have  ihewn  in  the  place 
cited,  was  very  probably  in  the  Gofpel  of  Bafilides,  and  the 
Gofpel  of  Peter,  if  they  were  not  the  fame  book  j  and  the  in- 
comparable Photius  tells  us,  he  r^adit  info  many  words  in  the 
Jpttrious  AAs  of  the  Apojttes^  forged  iy  Leucius  Charinus  «. 
fVom  all  which  I  argue  that  Mahomet,  or  his  affiftants  for 
him,  dealt  in  Apocryphal  books,  and  took  this  paffage  thence ; 
becaufe  there  were  not,  that  I  know  of,  at  that  time  in  the  world, 
any  fet  of  perfons  who  entertained  thact  Impious  opinion,  that 
Chri/i  did  not  fuffer^  from  whom  they  could  have  it.  !  can- 
not forbear  remarking  here,  dxat  though  Mahomet,  according 
to  his  Apocryphal  books,  does  in  this  place  deny  the  death  and 
crucifixion  of  Chrift,  afiirming  another  was  crucified  in  hia 
room,  and  he  immediately  tranflated  by  God  to  heaven;  yet 
in  another  place,  viz.  that  above  produced.  Numb.  II.  he  in- 
troduces God  himfelf,  faying  to  Jefus,  I  will  caufe  thee  to 
die,  I  will  raife  thee  to  myfelf  &c.  than  which  nothing  can 
be  a  more  palpable  and  grofs  contradidlion.  But  the  Al- 
coran is  exceeding  fiiU  of  fuch,  and  fo  are  thofe  Apocryphal 
books,  out  of  which  it  was  compiled. 

Thus  I  have  endeavoured  to  fliew,  whence  Mahomet  Jtook 
his  accounts  of  Chrift.  If  any  fhould  yet  enquire,  why  he 
did  not  cite  and  name  the  Apocryphal  books  from  which  he 
borr6wed  ?  I  anfwer  \  , 

I.  That  he  was  ever  willing  to  gratify  and  be  complacent  to 
the  Chri/iians  :  this  is  a  common  obfervation  3  and  as  Dean 

•  Adv.  Haeref.  1.  i,  c.  13.    '  .*  Par.  II.  Ch.  XXI. 

^  De  Praefcr.  adv.  Harn  c.  46.  *  See  the  place  produced  at  large, 

*  Hsref.  24.  ^.3.  in  the  place  laft  cited. 

Vol.  I.  H  Prideaux 


4^6  An  Afpiniix.  paut  it» 

Prideaux  well  obferves  %  //  yoas  his  ufage  through  the  whcU 
Jiene  of  his  impo/iurey  to  fiatttr  the  Chriftians  on  all  occajums. 
Now  to  have  cited  thofe  accounts  out  of  books^  as  of  authority 
among  the  Chriftians,  which  really  were  not  fo,  but  inftead  of 
^t  rge£led  by  them,  would  have  expofed  him  to  their  fe- 
vereft  refentment,  and  fo  obftrudied  the  reception  of  his 
fcheme. 

2.  The  truth  is ;  Mahomet  durjl  not  with  fafety  to  bis  de* 
fign  cite  any  book.  His  doing  this  had  been  a  proof,  that  he 
was  either  able  to  read  himfelf,  or  had  fome  afliftants  with  him 
in  the  compiling  of  his  work ;  both  of  which  he  denied,  as  his 
followers  do  ftill  i  who,  when  they  are  prefled,  how  without 
miracles  they  can  prove  his  miffion,  give  this  anfwer.  That 
inftead  of  all  miracles  is  the  Alcoran:  for  that  Mahomet,  who 
was  an  illiterate  perfon,  that  could  neither  write  nor  read,  or 
tliat  any  man  elfe,  by  human  wifdom  alone,  fhould  be  able  to 
compofe  a  book  fo  excellent  in  eloquence  and  do£h*ine,  as 
they  will  have  that  to  be,  is  what  they  will  not  admit  pof- 
fible^ 

CoROLL.  I.  From  the  foregoing  difcourfe  it  is  eafy  to  fee 
the'reafon  and  foundation  of  the  Mahometans  charging  the 
ChriJiiaHSy  with  having  altered  and  corrupted  the  Gofpel  ofye^ 
fus  Chrijl\  This  is  a  charge  frequently  laid  againft  us  in  the 
Alcoran  (Tee  Chap.  III.  p.  loo.  Chap.  V.  p.  I29.)>  and  has 
been  commonly  obferved  by  thofe  who  have  wrote  of  the  Ma-r 
hometans.  See  Grotius  %  Forbes  **,  Prideaux  *',  Toland  ^ 
and  Mangey  ^.  Sir  John  Chardin  ^  gives  us  a  more  parti-* 
cular  account  5  the  fubftance  of  which  is,  **  That  though 
**  God  hath  fent  into  the  world  1 24000  prophets,  there  were 
*•  only  five  of  them  who  had  the  laws  of  publick  worfliip 


*  Life  of  Maholnet,  p.   53.  ct  *  Life  of  Mahomet,  p.  15, 1 6, 

132.  ^  Nazarenus,  ch.  4. 

•»  Prideaux'*  Life  of  Mahomet,  '  •  Remarks  onNazaren.  c.  6. 

p.  3 1 .  ^  Travels  to  perfia  and  the  Baft* 

«  Dc'Verit.  Relig.  Chrift.  L  6.  Indies.  Vid.  Fabric.  Cod.  -A^r. 

§•3-  P.  3.  p.  3^7. 
-  Inftitut.;HiftQr.  Tbcolog.  lib. 
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given 


**  given  them,  vit.  Abraham^  Mofes,  David,  Jefus  Chrift, 
**  and  Mahomet :   that  thcfe  books  were  fent  to  thefe  five 
"  prophets  by  the  angel  Gabriel ;  and  each  j  when  it  came^  fu- 
"  perfeded  the  tie  of  the  other  5  that  thefe  books  were  cither 
**  fent  by  little  and  little,  as  the  Alcoran  *  ^  or  by  diftincl' 
"  books,  as  the  five  of  Mofes  ;  or  altogether,  as  the  Gofpel. 
"  That  when  God  took  any  of  thefe  prophets  to  himfelf,  he 
**  took  the  facred  book  alfo,  and  only  left  a  copy,  except  thd 
**  Alcoran  ;  which,  being  the  laft  book  that  was  to  be  given, 
**  was  prefer ved.     Hence  they  imagine  no  truly  divine  book 
*'  on  earth,  but  the  Alcoran,     They  nevefthelefs  very  much 
**  refpeS  ouf  Old  and  New  Teftament,  kifs  them,  and  lay 
"  them  upon  their  headi.     They  acknowledge  them  to  con- 
**  tain  many  truths,  but  thfcy  allow  them  »ot  fo  much  autho* 
"  rity ;  becatife  they  fay,  th^y  are  net  the  fame  which  the  pro* 
^^  phets  Mofes  and  Jefus  delivered^  hut  fame  corrupted  abridge 
**  mentK    Hence  the  Mahometan  doSors  hold  the  reading  of 
^  them  vain  and  unprofitable^^  and  fome  6f  them  judge  it  cri- 
"  minaUV  And  a  little  after ;  ♦<  As  to  the  Gofpel,  which 
**  they  call  Ingil^  they  hold,  that  Chrtft  took  it  with  him  to 
"^  heaven  again  ;  that  the  Apoftles  wrote  down  each  of  them 
^^  what  they  could  remember  $  and  that  this  is  the  Gofpel 
*^  which  the  Chriftians  have  now,  different  fr^m  that  which 
**  Chri^  took  up  to  heaven^  and  only  an  hifl:orical  account  of 
**  what  that  prophet  faid  and  did  ;  which  hath  beenfince  cor- 
"  rupted  in  many- places  by  the  firji  Cljrijlians*     To  proves 
*<  thi?,  they  fey^  we  need  do  no  more  than  compare  the.Gpf- 
<*  pel  with  the  other  facred  books  j  for  in  them  God  ft  ill 
*<  fpeaks,  and  not  the  prophet ;  whereas  the  Gofpel  is  nothing 
*<  but  a  hiftory  of  what  the  prophet  did.     They  add,  that  the 
<<  true  Gofpel  began  with  thefe  words,  O  prophets,  I  hav9 
^^  fent  my  meffenger^  or  angely  before  thee,  to  prepare  the  way, 
'^  &c.     An  idle  fancy,  founded  upon  the  firft  words  of  St« 
**  Mark*s  Gofpel." 

*  So  Mahomet  fays  himfelf.    Alcoran,  ch.  %$,  p.  tSi. 

Ha  AgrecaWf 


468  Aa  Jpfindir^  «  rart  ii. 

Agreeable  to'  the  preening  accodnt  of  Sir  John  Oiardin, 
is  that  of  Air.  Herbelot  in  bis  BiUiotheqitt  OrientaU  in 
French ».  "By  the  word  Gofpel  (in  their  language  Ingil) 
^^  in  the  Alcoran,  the  Muflfulmen  do  not  underftand  that  whidi 
**  is  among  the  Chriftians,^  they  believe  that  cmruptedi 
**  but  a  chimerical  Gofpel,  which,  they  fay j  was  fent  from  God 
*'  hy  Jifus  Chri/iy  And  4if  which  there  is  nothing  remainimg  but 

V  what  is  cited  from  thr  ^/cvr^w— — That  which  they  cite 
^  from  the  Go^l,  whether  hiftorical  or  doc^inal,  hath  ibme 
*<  foundation  in  our  Gofpels ;  but  they  always  give  it  ibme 
^^  new  turn,  that  it  may  not  appear  to  be  borrowed  from  the 
^^  Chriftians,  and  that  they  may  perfuade  the  ignorant  tiiat  they 
^'  have  among  them  the  true  originals,  which  they  never  yet 
**  were  able  to  produce— —But  they  among  them,  who  arc 

V  better  inftruded  in  Chriftianity,  will  confefs,  that  the  Gof- 
*<  pel  which  the  Chriftians  now  have,  as  well  as  that  which 
*<  was  in  the  time  of  Mahomet,  is  the  true  Gofpel  of  Jefus 
*\  Cbrift,  and  has  nothing  elfe  in  it ;  only  they  ailert,  that  it 
^<  is  altered  and  corrupted  iy  the  ChrifiianSy  aS'wdl  as  the 
f«  Old  Teftamcnl  by/ the  Jews" 

Thus  univerfal  is  the  cbaige  of  the  Mahometans  againft 
die  Chriftians'  Gofpels^  that  they  are  altered  and  corrupted* 
It  is  avowed  and  efpoufed  by  that  intolerable  fo(Aift  and  jug- 
gler in  writing,  Mr.  Toland ',  which,  though  it  may  be  eafily 
anfwered  by  other  arguments,  feems  no  way  capable  of  fo  fuU 
an  anfwer,  as  by  the  preceding  account.  Por  if,  as  I  have 
largely  proved,  Mahomet  took  his  account  of  Chrift  out  of 
Apocryphal  and  fpurious  books  ^  and  neither  thefe  accounts^ 
nor  any  thing  like  them,  are  to  be  found  in  our  prefent  Gof« 
pelsi  his  followers  were  under  a  fort  of  neceffity  of  filling 
into  this  miftake  concerning  the  Chriftiaa  books :  for  when, 
upon  a  fearch  made  into  them,  they  found  none  of  thofe  things 
which  are  faid  concerning  Chrift,  or  aicribed  to  Chrift  in  the 
Alcoran,  they  muft  neceffarily  believe,  either  (i.)  That  the/ 
'Were  forgeries  of  Mahomet  \  or  (2.)  That  he  took  them  out  of 

*  Apud  Fabric.  loc.  cit.  p.  17q,&c>         , 

fome 
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fomefpurious  and  fabulous  books  \  or  (3.)  That  he  took  them  out 
of  the  genuine  Gofpelsy  which  are  fine  e  that  time  altered.    But  , 
as  no  oae  can  fuppofe  they  would«  conclude  either  of  the  for- 
ixier,  they  muft  inevitably  conclude  the  laft ;  and  fo  vinaat  once- 
fee^  how  it  came  to  pals  they  charged  our  Scriptures  with' 
corruption^  and  how  groundlefs  that  cluurge  is« 

CoROLL.  IL  Hence  it  appears^  that  Mr.  Toland's  notion  ^ 
hkhis  Nazarenus^^zt ^^  Go{^f^  pf  Barnabas,  which  is  in 
Prince  Eugene's  pofleffion  (of  which  above,  P^rt  IL.  Ch. 
yilL),  is  that  referred  to  in  the  Alcc^'an^  an4  by  <^e  Maho« 
metans,  is  perfeSily  whimfical  and  ridiculous  \  for  befides  that 
that  Gofpel  appears  plainly  a  late  Mahometan  forgery,  it  i^. 
evidept  Mahomet  took  his  accounts  from  other  books. 

After  my  preceding  colle£Hon  out  of  ^e  Alcoran,  of  the 
fayings  and  hijiories  of  Christ,  and  obfervations  thqreuponf^ 
it  may  not  be  unfuitable  to  add  the  four  Sayings  or  l^ifcourjes' 
alcribed  to  Christ  by  the  Mahomjetan  do£):orSj  which  are 
collefted  by  Levinus  Warner  %  '^fA  referred  to  by  Mr.  To- 
knd  in  his  Nazarenus  ^^  and  afterwards  tranfcribed  by  I'abri- 
cius  *.    They  are  thefe :  ^ 

Dixit  Jefus,  filiiis  Mariae,  fu-  Jefiiis,  the  fon  of  Mary,  upon 

per  qiio  pax  *fit,  Qui  opibus*  whom  be  peace,  faid,  He^  who 

inhiat,  fimilis  eft  91,  qui  a-,  thirjis  afier  riches,  is  Hie  to 

quam  mari^  jpotat  j   is,   quo  him  who    drihks  •  fea^water. 

plus  bibit,  fitim  plus  provo-  Such  a  perfi>n^  the  more   he 

cat,  nee  bibe^e  defiftit,  donee  drlnk^  the  more  he  increafeth 

pereat.    -         *  his  thirjl\    nor  will  he  give 

over  drinking  J  till  he  die. 


*  Not;  ad  CenPur.  Proverb.  Per-         >»  Ch.  vii. 
ficor.  Proverb.  61.  •  «  Cod.Apoc.  N.T.P.iii.p.394, 
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II. 


Dixit  Jefus^  iilius  Mariae^  Jo- 
anni»  filio  Zachariae,  Cum 
quifpiam  aliquid  de  te  com- 
memorans  vera  loquitur,  De- 
um  lauda;  fi  mendacia  pro* 
fert^  Deum  magis  lauda ;  au- 
getur  enim  opus  tuum  in  ca- 
talogo  operum  tuorum,  idque 
fine  omni  tuo  labore,  hoc  eft, 
iilius  bona  opera  in  catalogum 
tuum  rcferuntur. 


Jefus,  the  fon  of  Mary,  faid 
to  John,  the  fon  of  Zacharias^ 
When  any  one  relates  that 
which  is  true  cencerning  thee, 
praife  God;  if  he  fays  that 
which  isfalfe  concerning  thee, 
praife  God  the  more  \  forfo  an 
addition  is  made  to  thy  works 
in  the  catalogue  of  themy  and 
that  without  any  pains' of  thine ; 
that  is  J  his  good  works  flyall  be 
placed  in  the  catalogue  ofibine* 


III- 

Jefii  beatae  memoriae  aliquan-  On  a  certain  time,  the  world 
do  mundus  vifus  eft  inftar  did  appear  to  Jefus  ofblefiTed 
anus  decrepitae  jc^i  lUe,  Quot,  memory  in  the  form  of  a  de- 
inquit^ma^ito?  habuifti?  Ipfa  crepit  old  womanj  to  whom 
adeo   multos  fe  habuifle  re-     he  faid,  How  many  hufbanis 


fpondety  ut  numerari  non  pof- 
itnU  Mortui  igitur  iUi,  in- 
quit  JefuSy  te  reliquerunt  I 
Imo  veiro,  ilia  ait,  ego  occidi 
ctfuftuli  illos.'  Turn  Jefus^ 
Mirum,in'quit,  eft  adeo  infi** 
pientes  effe  ^lios,  ut  cum  \U 
deant  qupmodo  reliquos  trac- 
taris,  tui  tamen  amore  ila-. 
grent,  et.de  a]iis  e^^emplum 
lion  capiant. 


have  you  had?  She  anfwered. 
She  had  fo  many  that  they 
could  not  be  numbered.  Je- 
fus replied,  Sq  thcn^  are  they 
all  deady  and  have  Uft  you  ? 
Yes,  replied  (he,  I  have  killed 
them,  and  taken  them  off. 
Then  faid  Jefus,  It  isjirange 
others  fhould  be  fo  infatuated^ 
that  when  they  perceive  how 
you  have  dealt  with  others^  they 
fhould  he  fo  fond  ofyou^  and  not 
tak^  warning  by  other s^ 


IV. 


4 

Tempore  Jefu,  tres  aliquando 
iter  faciebant,  qui  thefaurum 


Upot)  a  time  in  the  days  of 
Jefus,  there  were  three  per- 

fons 


t»ART  lit 


An  Appendix. 


471 


invenientes,  Efurimus,  inquU 
unt,  ideoque  unus  ex  nobis 
abibiti  et  cibum  coetnet.  IT- 
nus  ille,  qui  ibat  allatum  ci- 
bum,  Confultum,  inquit,  erit, 
ut  cibum  venenoinficiam,  quo 
veicentes  ill!  moriantur,  e- 
goque  folus  theikuro  potiar. 
Quod  fecit  \  cibo  venenum  ad- 
mifcuit :  fed  et  duo  illi  viri  in- 
ter fe  convene^ant,  ut  cum  ci- 
bum apportaret,  eum  interfi« 
perent,  quo  foli  theiauro  fru- 
erentur.  Cum  igitur  cibum 
veneno  mixtum  afferret,  eum 
occiderunt ;  et  ipii  cibum  il- 
ium venenatum  comedentes, 
flatim  funt  mortui.  Cum 
ecce  Jefus  tranfiens  cum  apo- 
ftolis  fuis  dicebat,  Haec  eft 
conditio  mundi !  Ecce  quo- 
modo  ternos  hofce  tra£Uverit, 
et  ip(e  tamen  poft  hos  in  ftatu 
fuo  perfeveret.  Vae  illi,  qui 
petit  mundum  ex  mundo. 


fons  travelling,  and  having 
found  a  treafure,  they  faid. 
We  are  hungry ;  /</  one  rfus 
go  and  buy  food.  He  who 
went  to  fetch  the  food,  faid,  / 
will  contrive  to  mixpoifon  with 
the  foody  that  when  they  eat 
thereof  they  may  die,  and  I 
alone  pojfefs  all  the  treafure. 
Accordingly  he  did,  and  mixed 
poifon  with  the  food.  In  the 
mean  time  the  two  men  a- 
gre^,  that  when  he  brought 
back  the  meat,  they  would 
kill  him  ;  fo,  when  he  brought 
back  the  meat  mixed  with 
poiibn,  they  flew  him  ;  and 
they,  when  they  eat  the  poi- 
foned  meat,  prefently  died.  At 
which  time  Jefus  paffing  by 
with  his  Apoftles,  faid,  Such 
is  the  condition  of  the  world  / 
See  how  it  has  dealt  with  theft 
three  perfonsy  and  it  continues 
Jiill  the  fame.  Wo  unto  him 
who  feeks  the  world  by  the 
Mforld{px  by  worldly  means). 
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FIRST    VOLUME. 


A  BDIASyhis  ridictilotis  hiftory 
**■  of  the  Lives  of  the  Apoftles> 

315- 
Ac£>  Aco,  Acco,  Acu,  were 

the  Syriack  and  antient  names  of 

Ptolemais,  103. 

Adulterous  Woman,  hiftory 
of>  John  viii,  wanting  in  many 
antient  Greek  MSS.  and  efpe- 
cialiy  in  the  prefent  Syriack  Ver- 
fipn,  III. 

Alcoran,  a  colleftionof  theHif- 
tories  and  Sayings  of  Chrift,  and 

'  things  relating  to  him,  to  be 
fottnd  in  it,  451,  &c.  Vide  Ma- 
homet. 

Alogians,  their  error  concerning 
St.  John's  Gofpel,  8. 

Ambrosje^  places  the  Gofpel  of 
Matthias  among  fpurious  and  re- 
je^ed  books,  254.  cenAires  the 

,  Gofpel  of  Thomas,  398,  n.    A^ 

'  pocryphal  books  cited  by  him> 

'    ^y.  why  he  read  them,  i»9,  n. 

i^MiRA,  his  obfervation  on  the 
Chaldee  and  Syriack  languages, 

Anabatjcon  and  Revelation  of 


Paulthe  fame  book.  126.    Vide 
"Paul.  '    •  '^ 

Andrew*  his  Afls  and  GoipeU 
not  extant,  119.  his  Aj6^s  cen: 
iured  as  Apocryphal  by  Euiie- 
bius,  148,  n.  by  Philaftrius, 
ibid.  n.  by  Epiphanius,  149,  n« 
by  Pope  Gelanus,  150,  n.  Other 
books  under  his  name  declared 
fpurious  by  Aultin  and  Inno- 
cent 1. 152, 153,  n.  his  Gofpel 
Apocryphal  by  Gclafius,  153,  n. 
An o N  y  m  o  us  author  of  the  works 
under  the  name  of  Dionyfius,  hts 
catalogue  of  Canonical  books,6  2  • 
Anonymous  author,  his  frag- 
ment of  the  Preaching  of  Peter, 

Apelles,  an  Apocryphal  Gof- 
pel under  his  name  not  cactaiht* 
XI 9,  n.  nor  mentioned** by  any 
writer  till  Jerome,  1 56,  n.  Hw 
age  and  principles,  157,  158,  n. 

Apocryphal  books  extant  in  the 
Apofties^  times,  23.  A  calta- 
logue  of  thole  mentioned  In  the 
fecond  century,  30.  which  are 
not  extant,  ibtd.  of  thofe  which 
ai%  extant,  37,    Reafons  why  fo 

many 


INDEX. 


many  were  extant  fb  early  in  the 
Chriftian  Church,  3S.  what 
books  are  To,  63  to  85.  Some 
mentioned  though  not  extant, 
X 19  to  1 56.  made  out  of  the  pre- 
ient  Canonical,  117.  never  ap- 
pealed to  by  Chriftian  writers,  as 
of  authority,  128.  dted  by  the 
Fathers  to  fhcw  their  learning, 
X19.  or  becaufe  the  peribns  a. 
gainft  whom  they  wrote,  did  re* 
ceive  them,  &c.  ibU, 

Ap  0LL0NiU8,his  account  of  The- 
miibn  and  his  Epiftle,  391 . 

Apostles  Twelve,  Apocry. 
phal  Golpel  according  to  them 
not  extant,  119.  (kemt  to  hare 
been  a  different  name  of  Mat* 
thew^s  Hebrew  Gofbel,  xt6,  n. 
An  account  of  it  by  Origen,  Am- 
brofe,  and  Jerome,  158, 159,  n. 
Their  AAs  tinder  the  names  of 
Leucius,  Lenticius,  Leontiu8,and 
Leuthon,  one  and  the  (amebook, 
236.  the  6me  with  the  Apocry- 

5hal  Afls  vnder  the  names  of 
ohn,  Andrew,    and    Thomas, 
&c,  »4o. 
Apotacticks,  afbrtoJheretiqks 
fo  called,   22.     They  efteemed 
the  Apocryphal  Afts  c^f  Andnew 
' .  ahovf;  other  Scriptures,  and  wjEiy, 

AnABiCK,  a  dialedb  of  the  <^ld 
Hebrew,  92. 

Athanasius,  Apocryphal  boqks 
mentioned  by  him,  33.  his  cata- 
logue of  Canonical  books  of  the 
New  Teftament,  6 1 ,  n.  condemns 
Pcter*s  A6ls  for  Aix)cvyphal,  3^^  5, 
n.  39  3>,  n.  does  trie  like  bv  tjioie 
of  Thomas,  393.  As  aUb  his' 
Go(pel,'398,n. 

AtmenagoeaS'  afaibes  a  parti^ 
cular  faying    to   our    Saviour, 

Austin,  Apocryphal  books  men- 
tioned by  him,  35;  His  cata- 
logue  of  Canonical  book&>  6%, 
HTs  opinion  of  Ciurlft'  s  Epiftle  to* 
jfeWand  Paul,  i$'8|.  Difputa- 
tipn  with  Fauftus.thc  ^anichec, 
193,  n;  '  He  pifoves'thefpurlops 
A£l5  of  the  Ajioftlcs  to  hive 
beqa  written  by  Leucius, '  240* 


His  account  of  the  revelatioa  of 
Paul,  317,  320,  n. 


B 


Baluziu»^  his  conjcflure  con« 
ceming  \he  decree  of  Gelafiust 
156. 

Barnabas,  his  Gofpel  not  extant, 
119.  An  account  of  it  by  Ge- 
laiius,  160.  Two  fuppofed 
^gments  of  it,  161.  .  Another 
large  Italian  one,  wherein  Maho- 
met is  named  for  the  Parstckte* 
164.  therefore  reafonably  con- 
cluded a  Mahometan  forgery^ 
x57.  The  author's  and  Dr» 
Mangey's.  conjectures  concerning 
the  original  01  it,  169,  170. 

BARONius,his  high  opinion  of  the 
Nazarene  Goijpel,  284,  n. 

Bartholome  W9  his  writings  and 
Gofpel  not  extant,  1x9.  feems  ti» 
have  been*  a  different  name  of  the 
Hebrew  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew, 
126.  The  book  under  bis  name 
proved  fpurious^  171  ..and  by  Je- 
rome ai^  Gelafius^  accounted 
Apocryphal,  172,  n^  is  the  He- 
brew Gofpel  of  Si.  Matthew  in 
terpolated,  ibU^  n. . 

Baruch,  Book  of,  its  q^ror  con* 
cerning^  the  captivity^^  i  o. 

Basilid£3»  his ,  err^,  con^enung 
the  crucifixion  of  Chriit,  12,  n« 
his  Gofpel  not  extant*  J19,  177. 
only  juK  cited  among  the  Apo- 
cryphal books  by  Origen,  Am- 
brtide,  and  Jerome,  175,  n.    His 

.  age  and  tenets,  176,  n.  his  com- 
mentaries, &c.  177. 

Baxter,  Mr.  a  citation  from  him 
concerning  people's  remiilhefs  in 
enquiring  into  the  genuinene(s  of 

•.    the  Scriptures,  14. 

Be  DA,  his  Sentiments  of  the  He- 
brew or  Nazarene  Gofpel,  28 3» 
n. 

Beza,  his  opinion  that  St.  Paul 
wrote  Several  other  Epiftles  be- 
iid(;s  thofe  we  now  have,  13^1 
137,  n.     Of  a  iaying  of  Chi^i^ 

'  mentioned  by  St.  Paiu,  A{la 


-^.35- P- 4.091  n.  ^  ■ 

BuRNETt  Biihop,  a  citaiioa  out  of 

him 
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htm  tfonoenuog;  the  necdfity  of 
tradition  to  e&blUh  the  Canon 
of  the  New  Teftamenty  5S,  n. 


Caiamitbs,  a  ft^  of  the  Gnof- 
ticksy  &c.  234.  forged  a  piece 
tinder  the  name  of  Judas,  ibiii, 
their  tenets,  235,  n. 

Cajbtan  queftioned  the  authority 
of  the  Revelation,  o. 

Caius,  Prefbyter  of  Rome,  Apo- 
cryphal books  mentioned  by  him, 

Calvin  queftioned  the  authority 
of  the  Revelation,  9.  fuppofbd 
St.  Paul  to  have  written  more 
£piftle8  than  we  now  have^  136, 
i37,n. 

Canon  of  the  New  Tcftament 
more  difficult  to  fettle,  than  that 
of  the  Old,  1,  3.  The  original 
of  the  word,  and  when  firft  ap- 
plied to  Scripture,  19,  ao.  Pri- 
mitive Chriftians  did  wwl  agree 
9ibout  books  Canonical,  41.  and 
did  generally  receive  the  fame  for 
flich,  as  we  do  now,  ibid:  Tra- 
dition of  the  antients,  the  princi- 
pal method  of  determining  It,  53. 
A  demonflrative  indication  of  a 
true  Canon,  63.  Canonical 
books,  which,  ibiil,  none  of  them 
loft,  1 30.     A  noted  objeftion  to 

•  this  anfwered,  133.  The  bare 
citation  of  a  book  in  facred  writ- 
ings does  not  prove  it  Canonical, 

135- 

Canterbury,  prefent  Archbi- 
fliop  of,  a  citation  out  of  him 
concerning  the  ApoftoHcal  Fa- 
thers, 5.  a  miftake  of  him  in 
putting  the  word  Soul  for  the 
Greek  erf^ayi^cc,  4 1 8. 

CAPtLLus,  his  proof*  of  the  dox- 
ology  at  the  end  of  the  Lord's 
Prayer,  &;c.  116,  n.  thought  St. 
Paul  to  have  wrote  other  Epiftles 
than  thofe  we  now  have,  136, 
137,  tJ. 

Carthage,  Council  Third,  its 
catalogue  of  Canonical   books, 

^2. 


Casavbon,  a  Citation  frona  hdn 
concerning  the  early  rife  of  Ajpo- 
cryphal  books,  40.  his  opinion 
of  the  Nazarene  Gofpel,  2S4,  n. 

Cassiodorus,  his  conjecture  con- 
.  ceming  the  Hypotypofes,  374,  n. 

Cave,  I)r.  thinks  the  decree  of 
Gelaiius  concerning  Apocryphal 
books  to  be  fpurious,  156,  n. 
.  His  miftake  in  thinking  the  Ana- 
baticon  and  Revelation  of  Pyil 
.  to  be  two  different  books,  319, 
n.  his  opinion  that  the  Judgment 
of  Peter  was  the  fame  book  whh 
the  Shepherd  of  Hermas,  re- 
jeded,  336.  his  favourable  fen- 
timent  of  the  Preaching  of  Peter, 

Celsus,  his  objection  to  our  Savi- 
our, as  a  magician,  191.  banters 
.  the  Chriftians  under  the  name  of 
.  Sibyllifts,  364,  n. 

Cerinthcjs,  his  Go^l  and  Re- 
velation not  extant,  120,  feems 
to  have  been  a  different  name  for 
the  Hebrew  Gofpel  of  Matthew, 
126.  mentioned  only  by  Epipha- 
nius,  178,  n.  his  age,  tenets, 
&c.  179.  A  ftory  of  St.  John 
the  Apoftle  and  him  at  Ephefus, 
ibid,  n.  he  is  referred  to  in  AQ^s 
XV.  ibid,  his  Gofpel  the  fame 
with  the  Nazarenes,  181.  hit 
Revelation  mentioned  only  by 
Calu«  or  Gains  the  Prefbyter, 
182,  n.  not  the  fame  as  St. 
John's,  183.  byt  a  ridiculout 
forgery  compiled  out  of  the  Ca- 
nonic:^! Revelation,  184,  185}  n. 

Chaldean  Language.    Vide  Sr- 

RIACK. 

Chardin,  Sir  John,  his  account 
of  the  charge  of  the  Mahometans 
agauift  the  Chriftian^s  for  cor- 
rupting the  Goijpel,  466,  n. 

Charivus.    VicleLEucius. 

Chemnitius,  his  opinion  of  the 
faying  of  Chrift  mentioned  by 
St.  Paul,  Ads  XX.  35.  p,  409, 

'  n. 

Christ  our  Saviour,  hit  Epiftieto 
Peter  and  Paul,  fopaeothei:  books 
under  his  name,  an  Epiftle  of  his 
produced  by  the  Manicheans, 
and  a  hymn,  which  they  pretend 

he 
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Im  MNig^t  lus  difdples,  ndt  ex- 
ttnty  isoy  iS^.  not  mentioiMd 
till  AuAiii*»  tkne,  except  an  £« 
piftleto  Abearus,  &c.  «Zri</.  that 
to  Pvter  and  Paul  proved  out  of 
Auitfn  to  be  a  rldiculoue  for- 
ray,  188.  another  book  men-' 
tiontd  under  hit  name)  190.  he 
18  falfely  chai^ged  by  the  Jews 
and  Celfus,  as  a  ma^ciani  191. 
VI  idle  trite  ftory  or  the  ^rmer 
to  the  fame  puipofe^  ibid,  a  CpU" 
rious  Bpiftle  or  hie  araone  the 
ManicheeSy  193,  n.  a  hymn 
Ibrged  by  the  PrifcilUanifts  un- 
der his  name  proved  fpuriousy 
195,  n.  a  lajing  •£  his  mentioned 
by  St.  Pauiy  408.  others  afcribed 
to  him  in  the  Epiftle  of  Bar- 
nabas, 409.  ethers  by  Clemens, 
fuppoied  to  be  ihe  tame  men- 
tioned by  St.  Paul,  412.  a  frag- 
ment in  has  name  cited  by  Ire-' 
nsBus,  416,  n.  adifcourfe  afcribed 
to  him  by  Papias,  412.  another 
by  the  fame,  423.  a  faying  of  his 
out  of  Juftin  Martyr,  425.  hif« 
fory  of  his  baptifin  by  the  fame, 
428.  another  concerning  him  in 
his  younget*  years,  by  me  fame, 
430*  a  faying  of  him  m  Ireneeus, 
433.  hiitory  of  his  age  in  the 
ikme,  434.  a  fkying  aicribed  to 

.  him  in  Athenagoras,  and  a  con- 

.  tinuation  of  it  by  Pfafiius,,436. 
another  by  Clemens  Alexandri- 

-  »us,  437.  another  by  the  fame, 
442.  another  cited  by  moft  of 
the  antknt  Fathers,  438.  hlftory 
of  him  and  his  parents  by  Origen^ 
444.  of  his  relations  accordin|^ 
to  the  ilefti  in  Epiphanins,  445. 
an  an^er  of  the  Apoilles  to  him 
in  Jerome,  447*  hiftories  and 
faying*  of,  and  things  relating  to 
liim,  to  be  found  in  the  Alcoran 
of  Ms^homet,45i.  four  particular 
fayings  afcrib^  to  him  by  the 

vMahometan  do6^ors,  469. 
Chrysostom  makes  no  mention 

'  of  the  adulterous  woman  in  Johnr 

Till,  p;  tii. 
Clarke,  Dr.    a  miftake  of  his 
concerning  Mr.  Dwiwen,  refti- 
fi€d,.5^n. 


Clemens  ALBXAUDftTHtrs,*  A- 
Bocryphal  books  mentioned  by 
nim,  30.  makes  no  mention  of 
the  adulterous  woman  in  John 
viii.  p.  III.  h)s  teftimonies  of 
the  Gofpel  of  the  Egyptians, 
X98.  n.  hif  interpretation' of  r 
Cor.  vii.  I.  and  i  Tim.  iv.  3« 
p.  209.  n.  mentions  the  tradi- 
tions of  Matthias,  255.  His  ac- 
count of  the  Nazarene  or  Heb^w^ 
Gofpel,  268.  n.  does  not  apj^eal 
to  the  Hebrew  Gofpel  as  of  any 
authority,  297.  cites  fragments^.of 
tbe  Preaching  of  Peter,  345.  Ob- 
ftrvatiwi  on  the  Hypotypoies  of^ 
Clemens,  &c..  370.  n.  that  bopk 
not  his,  3  7  3 .  the  citation  of  it  by 
Theodo^Cusr  examined,  375. 

Clemens  Romanus,  contempo- 
rary with  St.  Paul^  his  teft'unony; 
of  St.  I>aul^s  fii^  Epiftle  to  the 
Corinthians,  contcarv  to  the  opi- 
nions of  many  modern  kan^ 
men,  138. 

CLSonfus,  author  of  fcnreral  Apo* 
cryphal  books,  3^. 

Lji  Clbrc,  Mr.  his  opinion  of  Se- 
veral Epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  not 
extant,  and  fanguine  remark  pn 
thofe  that  are,  examined,  136, 
His  fentiments  of  the  £g]|rptian 
Gofpel »  203.  cenfure  of  Dr. 
Grabe,  208,  n.  His  opinion  the 
fame  with  Dr.  Whitby's  con- 
cerning* the.  l<laxarene   Gofpel, 

.  288, n*  .    *. 

Collins,  Dr.  was  of  opinion  that 
St.  Paul  vtrrote  an  Epiftle  to  the 
Corinthians,  premus  to  thoi^ 
twoextapt,  137,  n. 

Con  STAN  TINS  Emperor,  clte^  a 
Greek  acro4i(;k  concerning 
Chrift,  364,  n. 

Corinthians,  a  fpurions  Epiftle 
of  theirs  to  Paul,  and  another  of 
Paul  to  them,  144, 14^. 

Co  SIN,  Dr.  a  miftake  or  his  refti- 
fied,  56. 

Cyprian,  Apocryphal  books  men- 
tioned by  him,  32.  his  account  of 
the  Chriftian  meetings,  67. 

Cyril,  Apocryphal  nooks  men- 

*  tioned  by  him,  33.  his  Catalogue 
of  Canonical  books^  6x.  inftruc- 

tioos 
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'^tionf  to  his  catecfatimen  concern- 
ing the  Scriptures^  67,  n.  his 
diitinAion  of  books  Canonical^ 
and  fuch  as  were  doubted  of,  69, 
n.  Account  of  the  Gofpci  of 
Scythiauus,  384,  n.  CenAire  of  the 
Gofpel  of  Thomas,  as  the  Gof- 
pei  of  one  of  the  Manichees  of 

•  the famename^  397, n. 


Daillb,  Monf.  dennonftrates  the 
fpurioufnefs  of  a  book  under  the 
name  of  Bartholomew,  mentioned 
by  the  fuppo(ed  Dionyfius  the 
Areopagite,  171.  a  miftake  of 
his  reaiiied  by  Bp.  PeaHbn, 
ibid,  n.  another  concerning  Bar- 
tholomew's Gofpel,  174.  he 
thinks  the  Epiltles  of  Ignatius  to 
be  fpurious)  %^S' 

Daniel  the  Prophet,  a  citation 
out  of  him,  Whereby  the  Chaldee 
and  Syriack  languages  feem  to 
befynonymoos,  95. 

Db  Dibu,  his  obfenration  on  the 
affinity  of  the  Chaldee  and  Sy- 
riack languages,  05,  n. 

D1ONYSIV8  the  Arec^gite,  one 
of  St.  Paulas  converts  at  Rome, 
170,  n. 

DocfiTJE,  a  branch  of  the  Gnof- 
rick  Hereticks,  33a.  fwppofed  to 
forge  Peter's  Gofpel,  which  likely 
may  be  the  fame  as  the  GoQpel 
of  BafUides,  ibU, 

DoDWELL,  Mr»  a  falfe  opinion  of 
his,  concerning  the  books  of  the 
prcfent  Canon,  efpouled  by  Mr. 
Tolaad,  refuted,  42,  n.  133.  he 
thinks  Peter's  Gofpel  was  a  for- 
gery of  the  Docetae,  332.  his  ac- 
<tount  of  the  age  of  Tatian,  390, 
Jk  a  miftake  offais  concerning  the 
promifcuous  uie  of  the  Gofpels 
and  Apocryphal  books  by  the 
Fathers  of  the  ftrft  century,  41 09 
n.  414,419, 

Do)coLOGY  at  the  end  of  the 
Lord's  Prayer,  various  opinions 

•  of  it,  115. 

pRUsivs,  his  proof  of  the  Doxo- 
logy,  &c.  1 1 6 .  his  opinion  of  the 
ibppofed  loft  pieces  of  Paul,  1 3^, 
1 37;  n. 


t>9  Pin,  Mr.  the  only  perfon  ^0 
has  purpofely  written  on  the  Ca- 
non of  the  New  Teftament,  17, 
defe6ls  in  his  performance,  ihui, 
his  miftake  about  the  w<h^  '£u- 
'  charift,  1 1 4,  n .  another  coftcemkig 
the  time  of  the  Syriack  Verifion, 
ihul.  his  ceniiire  of  the  Egyptian 
Gofpel,  202,  n.  of  the  Gofpel  cwf 
Eire}  and  a  miftake  of  his,  204, 
n.  his  fentimentfe  of  ^c  Naxarqiey 
or  Hebrew  Go^,  ^^5,  n.  'hi« 

•  opinion  of  the  Anabaticon  and 

•  Revelation  of  Paul,  390,  n.  a 
miftake  of  his  concerning  Phi* 

•  lip's  Gofpel  rectified,  38 3« 


£ 


Ebionites,  what  part  of  the  New 
Teftament  theyrejeaed,  8.  the 
Apocryphal  ARs  of  the  Apoftlea 
made  ufe  of  by  them,  120.-  not 
extant,  tfoV.  feems  to  have  been 
a  difttnrent  name  of  the  Hebrew 
Go^l  of  Matthew,  126,  2x7. 
tlieir  Apocryphal  A£^s,  220. 
their  Gofpel  tne  fame  with  the 
Nazarenes,  &c.  221.  They  ufed 
the  Afts  of  Peter,  326,  n. 
efteemed  St.  Paul  their  great  e- 
nemy,  360.  they  and  the  Nata- 
renes  always  declared  Hereticks 
by  the  Catholick  Church,  ibU, 

Egyptiams,  their  Apocryphal 
Gofpel  not  extant,  120.  tefti. 
monies  of  the  antients  and  frag- 
ments of  it,  197.  fentiments  of 
modem  writers  concerning  it, 
201 .  five  arguments  proving  it 
Apocryphal,  204.  it  was  never 
cited,  nor  appeal^  to,  by  Cle- 
mens, 206.  but  utterly  rejeAed 
by  him,  207.  compofed  by  early 
Hereticks,  and  probably  Egyp- 
tians, 209,  216.  Their  Thera- 
peuts  bore  a  great  agreement 
with  the  Eftenes,  2x3.. 

Elxai,  or  Elxjeus,  a  falfe  pro- 
phet about  the  time  of  Trajan, 
A.  c.  114.  founder  of  the  fe6t  of 
the  Helkefaites,  &c.  2I5. 

Encratites,    Apocryphal  Gof- 

.  pel  of,  not  extant,  120.  «fteemed 
the   fpurious  A^s  of  Andrew 

above 
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above  all  other  Scrlpturts,  and 
whyy  151. 

£piPHANius»  Apocryphal  books 
mentioned  by  him>  34..  his  Cata- 
iogue  of  Canonical  books,  61. 
his  cenfiire  of  the  Apocryphal 
A6ls  of  Andrew,  149,  n.  of 
the  Egyptian  Gofpel,  200.  He 
the  only  antient  writer  that  men- 
tions tne  A6ls  of  the  Apoftles, 
received  by  the  Ebionites,  217. 
and  the  Goipel  of  Eve,  221,  n. 
His  cenfure  of  the  Helkefaites, 
226,  n.  Account  of  the  Gofpel 
of  Judas  Ifcariot,  234..  of  the 
1£ncratites,  Apota^icks,  and  Ori- 
genians,  243.  A  miftake  of  his 
concerning  the  Lucianifts  recti- 
fied^ 252.  he  charges  the  Ebio- 
nites  with  forging  books  under 
St.  Matthew^s  name,  253.  men* 
tions  the  Gofpel  of  Marcion, 
263,  n.  his  doubt  whether  Me- 
rinthus  aixl  Cerinthus  were  not 
one  and  the  iame  pei'fon,  265. 
his  account  of  the  Nazarene  or 
Hebrew  Gofpel,  271,  n.  declares 
Paul's  Revelation  a  forgery,  317, 
n.  his  opinion  of  the  Anabaticon 
of  Paul,  320.  rejcfts  the  Afts  of 
Peter  as  fpurious,  326,  n.  his 
account  df  the  Gofpel  of  Scythi- 
ftnus,  385,  n.  his  account  of  the 
principles  of  Tatian,  3S8,  n. 
cites  the  Afts  of  Thomas,  395, 
n.  his  hiftoi-y  of  Chrift  according 
to  the  fleHi,  445.  ^ 

Erasmus,  qudtioned  the  autho- 
rity of  the  Revelation,  9.  fays 
the  hiftory  of  the  adulterous  wo- 
man was  wanting  in  mod  Greek 
copies,  &c.  Ill,  n.  his  acknow- 
ledgment  of  finding  the  doxo- 
logy  at  the  end  ot  the  Lord^s 
prayer  in  all  the  Greek  copies, 
1 1 5,  n.  Sentiments  of  the  Gof- 
pel of  the  Nazarenes,  Thomas, 
Matthias,  the  Egyptians,  Twelve 
Apoftles,  and  Nicodemus,  201, 
n. 

EssENSs,  the  great  agreement  be- 
tween them  and  the  Egyptian 
Chriftians,  2x3. 

Eucharist,  in  what  fenfe  the 
word  is  ufed  by  Juftin  Martyr^ 
xi4y  n. 


EvB,  Apocryp&al  Gofpel  of,  Hot 
extant,  120.  has  been  obfi*rvcd 
by  feveral  modern^  though  only 
by  Ephiphanius  among  the  an- 
tient  writers,  222,  n.  proved  to 
be  a  forgeryr  of  the  Ooofticks, 
224. 

EusEBius,  his  account  of  (everal 
books  of  the  New  Teltament  not 
received  by  fome,  who  were  not 
hereticks,  in  the  firft  ages,  8. 
n.  270.  Apocryphal  books  men- 
tioned by  him,  32.  his  Catalopie 
of  Canonical  books,  60.  method 
of  diftingttiihing  between  books, 
which  are,  or  are  not  to  bt  re- 
ceived, 64  to  70,  n.  he  excludes 
the  Shepherd  of  Hermas  fram 
the  Canon,  70,  n.  cenfures  the 
Apocryphal  Afls  of  Andrew, 
148,  n* .  his  account  of  a  piece 
wrote  by  AgrippR  Caftor  againll 
Bafilides,  177.  he  declares  thd 
A^$  of  Peter,  Thomas,  &c.  to 
be  heretical  forgeries,  ^i,  n. 
ranks  the  Gof(^  of  Matthias 
among  heretical  booksi  254.  his 
.  account  of  the  Naiarsne  or  He> 
brew  Gofpel,  16^,  270.  he 
makes  no  ufe  (as  Mr  Toland 
falfely  fuppofes)  of  the  Nazarene 
Gofpel,  299,  n.  rejects  the  Afts 
of ^ Paul  as  fmuiouti  314.  and. 

.  the  A^i  of  Peter  as  not  Cano- 
nical, 325,  n.  as  alfo  his  Gofpel 
3^o,  ni  a  fragment  from  him  of 
ne  Preaching  of  Peteff  354.  he 
rejefts  Pvter^s  Revelation  as  not 
Canonical  and  fpurious,  372,  n. 
376.  is  wrongfully  charged  by 
Toland  and  others,  with  ielf-con* 
tradi6lions,  377,  n.  mentions  the 
Gofpel  of  Thomas  as  heretical^ 

397>n-  ^    , 

Ezra  fettled  the  Canon  of  the 

Jews,  3. 


Fabricivs«  Mr.  obferves  that  in 
fome  copies  of  Gelafius's  decree 
of  Apocryphal  books,  there  is 
no  mention  of  Andrew's  Gofpel« 
1 54,  n*  he  made  a  coUe^ion  of 
Apocryphal  books  under  ciir 
Saviour's  name,  186.  ^  roiliake 

of 
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pf  his  conccrnine  the  traditions 
of  Matthias  rectified)  259,  n. 
his  nice  dilUn6lk>n  betv^een  the 
contents  of  thofe  traditions  and  a 
Gofpely  260.  he  cenfures  Mr. 
Toland,  and  condemns  the  Gof- 
pel  of  the  Nazarenes,  288,  n. 
his  miftake  in  fuppofing  the  Ana- 
baticon  and  PauVs  Revelation  to 
be  diffexent  bopks^  319,  n.  pro- 
duces a  large  fragment  of  Phiiip^s 
Afts,  V^f,  n.  his  obfervation  ort 
the  Orthodoxographa^  390,  n* 
Tniflake  concerning  the  A6i$  of 
Thomas,  395,  n.  another  con- 
cerning the  citations  of  the  Fa- 
thers of  the  firft  century,  4.1  o>  n. 
Fuller,  his  obfervation  on  the 
affinity  of  the  Chaldee  and  Syiiac 
languages,  95,  n. 


G  JttAsi  u  S)  Apocryphal  books  men- 
tioned by  him,  36.  his  cenfure  of 
the  Afts  of  Andrew,  150,  n. 
fkmous  decree  concerning  Apo- 
cryphal books,  1 54>  li.  thought. 
to  nave  been  formed  at  Rome, 
■  A.  C.  494.  though  fome  afcribe 
it  to  Damafus,  and  others  to 
Hormifdas ;  virhence  Baluzius  con- 
je^ures  it  to  have  been  begun  by 
Damaius,'  renewed  by  Gelaiius, 
and  continued  by  Hormifdas,  1 56. 
-  He  cenfures  the  book  of  Leucius 
.  for  Apocryphal,  244,  n.  and  the 
Gofpel  of  Matthias  for  the  fame, . 
254.  .  Mentions  the  AQs  of 
Thtcla  and  Paul,  313,  n.  con- 
demns their  Revelation  as  Apo- 
cryphal, 3 1 8,  n.  rejefts  the  books 
under  the  name  of  Peter,  called 
the  books  of  Clemens,  as  Apo. 
cryphal,  326,  n.  as  ^Ifo  the  Gof- 
pei  under  the  fame  name,  3  3 1 ,  n. 
mentions  the  Revelation  of  Ste- 
fan as  fuch,  386.  does  the  like 
by  the  AtU  of  Thomas,  his  Gof- 
pel,  and  Revelation,  395,  n,  398, 
.  n*  399»  n>* 

Gnostics,  forge  the  Gofpel  of* 
Pcrfe^ion,  380,  n.  a  forgery  of 
theirs    mentioned    by    Irenxus, 
concerning  Chrift,  432. 


Gospels,  had  not  tht  preftnt 
titles  prefixed  to  them  by  their 
authors,  i73>n. 

Grabe,  Dr.  produces  a  iuppofed 
fragment  of  tne  Goljpel  of  Bama«» 
bas  out  of  an  old  M&.  in  the  Bod- 
leian library,  x6i,  n.  but  gives 
no  reaibn  in  fupport  of  his  con- 
je^ure  concerning  it,   z62.  his 
error  concerning  the  Revelation  of 
St.  John  and  Cerinthus,  183,  n* 
Opinion  of  the  Gofpel  of  the 
Egyptians,  202,  n.  his  too  fond 
opinion  of  Apocryphal  books^ 
208.     A  mlibuce  of  his  in  fup- 
poling  the  Gofpel  of  Matthias  to 
be  the  fame  with  the  traditions^ 
,  255,  n.  259.     His  coIle£lion  of 
the  fragments  of  Matthiases  Gof^ 
pel,  215.  of  the  Gofpel  of  the 
Nazarenes  or  Hebrews,  271,  n. 
his  fentiments  of  the  latter,  28  5> 
n.  a  miiiake  of  His  concerning 
HegeHppus,  296,  n.  another  con*- 
cernihg  Origen,  298.  an  abfur- 
dity  of  his  in  fuppofbg  the  Na* 
carene  to  be  previous  to  St.  Mat- 
thew's Gofpel,  307.    HisAas 
of  Paul  and  Thecla  taken  out  of 
a  MS.  in  the  Bodleian  Iibrary» 
3 1 3,  n.     His  diftin£lion  between 
the  Aas  of  Paul  and  Thecla^ 
and  the  A£ls  of  Paul  only,  314. 
an  error  of  his  re£liiied,  tiid.  aii« 
'  other  concerning  the  Anabaticon 
and  Revelation  of  Paul,   319. 
Hi|  account  of  a  MS.  now  ex- 
tant in  Merton  College,  intitledy 
The  Revelation  of  Paul,  324,  n. 
His  conje^lure    concerning    the 
judgment    of    Peter,    rcSified» 
338.   too  great,  opinion  of  the 
Preaching  of  Peter,  356,  n.  he 
would  have  Peter's   Revelation 
equally  orthodox  with  that   of 
John,  372,  n,  wrongfully  charges 
Euiebius  with  felf-contradiflion, 
376,  n.  his/alfe  concluiion  from 
a  pafiage  out  of  Sozomen  of  the 
Revelation  of  Peter,  3  7  8 ,  n.    He 
fuppofes  Peter's  Revelation  to  be 
a  prophecy  concerning  the  ftate 
of  the  Jews  and,  the  ChrUtian 
Church,  ibid,  n. 


Greek 
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Greeic  Catena  of  the  Twenty- 
three-  Fathers  on  John,  has  not 

.  the  hiftory  of  the  adulterous  wo-> 
man,  t,i  i ,  n. 

G  ft  EG  ok  Y,  Mr.  his  account  of  a 
tfah-d  £piftte  of  Paul  to  the  Co- 
rfaithian««  19 «  excellent  obferva- 
tlon  of  l!he  genulnenefs  of  t^e 
doacology'tft  the  end  of  the  Lord's 
Ihrayer,  115,  n.  and  from  tihe 
^orm  of  Prayer  out  of  the  tra- 
dition of  ttie  Ciders,  X16. 

GkegoryNakianzen,  hiscata- 

'  logue  of  Canonical  books,  6 1 . 

GitOTiva,  kis  opinion  of  the  time 
of  the  Syriack  Vedion  rectified, 

.  XI 4,  n.  afferts  that  St.  Paul 
wrote  feveral  other  Epiftles,  be- 
fides  thofe  we  now  have,  1 37,  n. 
his  conjeflure  concerning  the  Re- 
velation of  St.  John  and  Cerin- 
thus,  185,  n.  Sentiments  of  the 
Egyptian  Gofpel,  201,  n.  of  the 
Nazarene  Golpel,  2S4,  n. 


H 


Harmony  of  the  four  Gofpels 
ccompofed  by  Tatian,  3S8.  That 
•  of  the  Ort^odoxographa  not  the 
fame  with  Tatian^s,  390,  n. 

Hebrew  the  firft  language  of  the 
'  world,  92.  its  various  diale6l8, 
ibid. 

Hebrew,  Apocryphal  Gofpcl  of, 
not  extant,  120.  was  fometimes 
cftUed  the  Gofpel  of  the  Naza- 
renes,  and  fometimes  of  the  Ebi- 
orates,  127.  VideNAZARBNES. 

Hegesippus,  cotemporary  wJth 
Juftin  Martyr,  28.  mentions  the 
Goipel   according   to  the  He- 

'  brews,  30,  268.  cites  not  the 
Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes,  as  Dr. 
Grabe  and  Mr.  Toland  wrong- 
fully think,  296. 

HEiNSitJS,  his  opinion  of  the  fay- 
ing ^  of  Chrift,  mentioned  by  St. 
Paul,  A6ls  XX.  35.  p.  409. 

Helkbsaites,  what  pait  of  the 
New  Tdtament  they  rejefted,  8, 
225.  their  Apocryphal  books  not 
extant,  120.  (cem  to  derive  their 
name  from  Elxai,  or  Elxaeus,  who 
lived  about  the  year  1 14,  p.  1^25. 
They  are  efteemed  by  Epipha* 


nius  as  neither  Jews,  Chnftia^si 
nor  Heathens,  ibid,  they  were 
generally  of  die  Jewlih  nation> 
227. 

Heracleon,  an  heretick  of  die 
fecond  century ;  an  account  of 
hitn  by  Origen,  432.  a  more  par- 
ticular one  of  him  and  Theodo- 
tus,  344. 

Her  MAS,  excluded  by  Euiebius 
from  the  Canonical  books,  709 
n. 

HERMIANI.    VideSELEUCIANI. 

Hesychius,  his  falfe  Gofpels  not 
extant,  120.  though  mentioned 
by  Jerome  and  Gelaiius  as  Apo- 
ci^phal,  and  only  interpolations 
or  ours,  227. 

Hooker,  Mr.  a  citation  out  of 
him,  concerning  ai&nt  to  a  pro- 
portion, 1 1 6. 

HvETius,  his  oonfiitation  of  the 
Jews,  in  their  charge  againft 
Chrift  for  ufii^  magical  arts^ 
191,  n. 


Jambs,  Apocryphal  piece  of  his 
not  extant,  120.  A  beodc  of  his 
not  the  fame  (though  thought  fo 
by  Dr.  Mill)  with  the  Protevan- 
gelion,  230.  Other  books  attri- 
buted to  him,  231.  thought  by 
Dr.  Mill  to  be  wrote  by  Leu- 
ciiis,  232,  n. 

IcoNOMACHi,  the.author^s  con- 
je6hire  concerning  them,  24?,  n. 

Jerome,  Apocryphal  books  men* 
tioned  by  him,  34.  his  catak)gue 
of  Canonical  boc^s,  62.  Qoo- 
tation  of  the  Gofpel  according  to 
the  Egyptians,  157,  n.  He 
places  the  Gofpel  of  Matthias 
among  fpurious  books,  254.  his 
account  of  the  Naxarene  Go^l, 
275.  He  miftakes  concerning 
Ignatius^s  uHng  the  Nazame 
Gofpel,  293.  afiirms  theNasa- 
rene  to  be  the  fame  with  the  Gof** 
pel  of  the  Twelve  ApolUett  1999 
n.  reckons  the  A^s  of  Paul  and 
Thecla  Apocryphal,  311,  n.  the 
A£ls  of  Peter,  &c.  the  like, 
325,  n.  the  Gofpel  of  Peter  the 
like,  330,  n.  tlie  Judgment  of 
Peter  the  Uke,  335,  n.  A  frag- 
ment 
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nicnt  of  his,  concerning,  the 
Preaching  of  Peter,  354..  He 
reckons  Peter's  Afts,  Goipels, 
and  Revelation,  Apocryphal,  372, 
n.  cenfures  the  Gofpels  of  the 
Egyptians",  and  of  Thomas,  398, 
n. 

Jews,  their  haughty  eiteem  of 
themfelves,  and  contempt  of  all 
the  world  befidc,  106.  they 
charge  our  Saviour  with  ufing 
magical  arts,  191. 

Ignatius,  his  Epiftle  thought  by 
fbrne  to  beljpurious,  295. 

In:nocent  I.  Apocryphal  books 
meniioued  by  him,  36.  his  tef- 
timv'jny  of  the  forgeries  of  Leu- 
cius  Chai'inus,  231,  240,  261. 
he  rejefts  and  condemns  the 
books  under  the  name  of  Mat- 
thias, or  James  the  Lefs,  261,  n. 
detefts  Leucius's  forgeries  under 
the  name  of  Peter,  379,  n. 

John,  the  Afts  of,  and  other  Apo- 
cryphal books  under  his  name, 
not  extant,  121,  evidently  appear 
to  be,  the  forgery  of  Leucius, 

Iren^  u.s,  Apocryphal  books  men- 
tioned by  him,  30.  his  account 
of  the  Gofpel  of  Judas  Ifcariot, 
233.  of  the  principles  of  Tatian, 
390,  n.  mentipns  a  forgery  of  the 
Gnofticks  concerning  our  Savi- 
our, 432.  A  grand  miftake  of 
his  concerning  the  age  of  Chrift, 
436. 

Judas  Is  c  a  riot,  an  Apocryphal 
Gofpel  under  his  name  not  ex- 
tant, 121.  mentioned  by  Irenaeui 
and  Epiphanius,  233,  n. 

JtJDE,  an  Apocryphal  Gofpel  ufider 
his  name  not  extant,  121. 

Justin  Martyr,  his  account  of 
the  weekly  Chriftian  meetings, 
67»  "•  97>  n.  he  was  a  native  of 
Paleftine,  in  Syria,  ibU.  An  ob- 
jeftion  concerning  his  refidence 
at  Rome,  anl'wered,  98.  An- 
other of  Dr.  Cave's,  that  he  was 
unacquainted  with  the  Syriack 
language,  anfwercd,  99.  In  what 
lenle  he  ufed  the  word  Eucharift, , 
114..  does  not  cite  the  Gofpel  of 
the  Nazarenes,  296. 
Vol.  I. 
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Kirstenius  queftioned  the   au- 
thority of  the  Revelation,  9. 


Lactantius,  Apocryphal  books 
mentioned  by  him,  32.  his  frag- 
ment of  The  Preaching  of  Peter, 
353.  his  account  of  an  objeftion 
the  Pagans  ufed,  that  the  verfes 
of  the  Sibyls  were  a  forgeiy  of 
the  Chiiftians,  364,  n. 

Laodicea,  Biihops  of,  their  cata- 
logue of  Cftnonical  books,  61,  n, 
they  decree  that  no  private 
Pfalms,  or  book  without  the  Ca- 
non, (hould  be  read  in  churches, 

67.  '  ..      : 

Leonides,  a  corrupt  writing  in- 

ftead  of  Leucius,  250. 
Leontius,  -V     AH   thefc  denote 
Leuthon,    I      only  one  fpurious 
Lentitius,  J      book,  the  forgeiy 
LuciAN,      -^      of  Leucius  Cha- 

rinus,  126. 
Leucius  Charinus,  hit  forge- 
ries fevcrely  ccnfurai,   232,  n. 
Leucius  and  Seleucus  the  fame- 
'  perfon,  239,  n.     Afls  under  his 
name  the  fame  as  the  Afts  of 
Andrew  and  John,  ibid.  n.     He 
was  a  Manichee,  and  lived  in  the 
latter  end  of  the  third,  or  begin- 
ning  of  the  fourth  century,  245. 
was  a  different  perfon  ^om  Lu- 
■  cianus,  ibid,  the  fame  with  Se- 
leucus, father  of  the  Seleuciani, 

246,  n.  His  A6ls  fpurious  and 
Apociyphal,  ibid.  The  judg- 
ment of  Photius  concerning  them, 

247.  Leucius  and  Leonides  one 
and  the  fame  perfon,  250.  He 
forged  books  under  Peter's  am) 
other  Apoftles'  names,  379, 

LiGHTFOOT,  Dr.  his  proor  of  the 
Doxoiogy,  &c.  116,  n.  his  con- 
jecture concerning  the  text,  1  Cor. 
v.  9..  rectified,  141.  Another 
conje6lure  of  his  different  from 
the  former,  142. 

LuciANUS,  a  famous  critick  and 

martvr    under    Dioclefian     and 

I  1  Maximianj, 
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Maxiaiian,  15*.  an  interpolator 
of  the  GofpeU)  ibU.  a  different 
pcifon  from  Lucianus,  ibid, 

St.  LuicE,  hit  Gofpel  formerly 
went  under  the  name  of  St.  P^uly 
ix7»  n. 

Luther,  his  error  in  rejecting  the 
£pi(Ue  of  St.  James,  8. 
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1 

Mahomet^  in  corapillng  Jiis  AI- 
coi  an,  made  great  ufe  of  the  Old 
and  New  Teftaments,  460.  does 
not  cite  either  of  our  prefent 
.  Gofpels,  or  any  book  of  the  New 
•  Teit^ment  by  name,'  and  the  rea- 
fon  of  it,  46 1 «  was  fumiihed 
with  fpurious  and  Apocryphal 
books  of  the  NewTeftTOent,462. 
could  neither  write  nor  read,  ibU* 
His  afHilants  in  compiling  the 
j^oran,  463.  He  cites  a  hif- 
tory  of  the  Virgin  Mary  and  of 
Cbriit,   464.  feveral  pailages  in 

.  his  /*lcoran  cited  ©ut  of  Apo- 
ciyphal  books,   ibid.      Reaions 

.  wj^j  he  did  net  mention  thole 

.  books,  465. 

MAHO^f£TANS  charge  the  Chrift- 
iaa^i  w;th  having  corrupted  the 
Go^I  of  Chrill,  466.  efpoufed 
in   it  by  the  late  Mr,  Toland, 

.  468,  n.  Four  Sayings  or  Dif- 
courfes  afcribed  to  Chrift  by  their 
do^'Vors,  469. 

Mangey,  Dr.. his  charge  of  difin- 
geauity  anvi  want  of  flcill  in  Mr. 
Toland,  168.  his  qonje^ure con- 
cernirig  the  original  of  the  Gofpel 
of  Barnabas,  170,  n,  his  opinion 
of  the  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes, 

■  288,  n.  confutes  Mr.  Toland 's 
f  nd^avour  to  prove  the  Nazarenes 

,  the  only  tiue  Chriftians,  361. 

Manich^us  Faustus  reje^ed 
the  New  Teftament,  8. 

Manichees  dilpute  the  aiitliority 
of  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel,  8.  pre- 
tend to  proJuce  an  Epiftle-  of 
Chrift's,  izo.  AasoftheApo- 
ftles  ufed  by  them  not  extant, 
121,  a  fpurious  book,  and  the 
forgery    of   Leucius    Charinus, 

. .  xa6.    They  efteemed  the  Apo- 


cryphal Afts  of  Andrew  above 
other  Scriptures,  and  why,  1 51 . 
Their  Ads  the  fame  with  thofe 
of  Leucius  Charinus^  z6z.  their 
agreement  with  the  Mahometans 
and  Montaniftsy  393. 

Marcxon,  what  part  of  the  New 
Teftament  he  reje£ied,  8.  his 
Gofpel  not  extant,  121.  no  other 
than  a  copy  of  St.  Luke's  altered 
and  inteq>olated,  264.  he  took 
away  the  two  firft  chapters,  ibU, 
is  cenfured  by  Serapion,  328. 

St.  Mark,  his  Gofpel  no  epitome 
of  St.  Matthew's,  as  Mr.  yVhif- 
ton  would  have  it,  85,  n'.  was 
formerly  afcribed  to  Peter,  126, 
n. 

Marriage  condemned  by  antient 
hereticks,  209,  n. 

Ma  t  t  h  e  vir ,  books  under  hi  s  name 
not  extant,  121.  are  cenfured  for 
Apocryphal,  231,  253. 

Matthias,  a  fpurious  book 
'  forged  under  his  name  by  the 
Nicolaitans,  i2.  His  Go^l 
and  traditions  Apocryphal^  |2iy 
254.  Another  book  under  his 
name  not  extant,  121.  His  Gof*' 
pel  cenfiu'edbyOrigen,EufebiuS» 
Ambrofe,'  Jerome,  and  G^afius, 
as  fpurious  and  Apocryphal, 
2 54 .His  traditions  and  h-agments, 
%$Sy  n.  not  written,  but  oral, 
257.  oth er  books  under  his  name 
reje6led  and  condemned,  26i,n. 

Me  Ri  NTH  us,  his  Gofpel  not  ex- 
tant, 111.  the  fame  with  the 
Gofpel  of  Cerinthus,  264. 

Mill,  Dr.  affirms  that  St.  Paul 
wrote  feveral  other  Epiftles  than 
thofe  extant,  137,  n.  His  ac- 
count of  the  Gofpel  of  the  Ecyp-r 
tians,  203.  A  miilake  of  his 
concerning  a  book  of  James,  and 
the  ProtevangeMon,  230,  n.  An- 
other concerning  the  age  and 
perfon  of  Leucius  rectified,  245, 
the  caufe  of  it ;  and  an  inftance 
of  his  negligence  in  citations, 
ibid.  A  remark  of  the  author 
on  his  Greek  Tettament,  ibid. 
His  miftakc  in  fuppofing  Lucia- 
nus and  Lucanus  to  be  the  fame 
perfon,  252.  another  infuppoting 
the  Gofpel  "of  Matthias  to  be  the 

fame 
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falfhe  with  tlie  traditions^  i$st 
His  opinion  aWit  the  original 
and  interpolations  of  the  tradi- 
tions of  Matthias,  and  miftake 
concerning  Leucius,   &c.   261* 
Jii«  fentiment  of  the  Gofpel  of 
the  NazareneSy  287,  n.  An  errer 
of  his  concerning  the  A£ls  of 
Paul  reftified,  315,  n.    His  con- 
jeftu.re  concerning  the  different 
titles  of  the  Anabaticon  and  Re- 
velation of  Paul,  321,  n.    Opi- 
nion that  the  Judgment  of  Piter 
was  the  very  fame  with  the  Re- 
velation, renjted,  339.    His  fen- 
timcnts  of  The  Preaching  of  Pe- 
*cr,  357,  n.      Account    of  the 
Apocryphal  Gofpel  of  the  Simo- 
-  nians,  386,  n.     Obfervation  on 
the   Orthodoxographa,   390,  n. 
His  miftake  concerning  the  Afts 
of  Thomas,  395,  n.  he  is  ccn- 
Aired  for  his  various  lections  of 
the  Gofpels,  406,  n.  falfely  af- 
ferts  the  Fathers  of  the  firft  cen- 
tury to  have  prontifcuoufly  cited 
the  Apocryphal  Gofpels  and  in- 
f^ired  books,  410,  n.     Miftakes 
a  citation  of  Clemens  to  the  fame 
purpofe,  414,  419. 

Millennium^  the  do£kine  of>  it» 
rife,  414. 

MoNTANUs  and  MoNTAKisfs, 
their  rife,  391.  He  is  caUed  by 
his  followers  the  Paraclete,  393, 
n. 

Monks  derive  their  original  from 
Egypt,  214. 

Nazareubs,  Gofp6l  of,  ftveral 
en'ors  in  it  noted,  10.  not  extant, 
122.  The  author'*s  conjefture' 
concerning  St.  Paul's  referenceito 
it,  25.  The  difference  between 
them  and  the  Jews,  26.'  feeriis  to 
have  been  a  different'  name  of  the 
■  JRbrew  Gofpel  of  St;  MunheW, 
126'.  the  moft  f?imotl«  of  all  the 
antiettt  Gd()^s,'i&6s  retcfred  to 
by  St*  Paul,  267^.  Pragm^hts 
tlifereot,  moiMy  coUe^Ved  byl)r, 
Grabt,  271.  The  various  fen- 
llHnents'of-'  later- wrife!^  coiitfeni- 
ing'tM*-  G6fpc\,  281^.  why  fo 


.  highly  efteetned  by  many  wHt* 
ers,  289.  not  cited  bv  Paptas> 
291.  no  Verfion  of  it  till  Jeroftie, 
19^;  not  cited  by  Ignatius,  293. 
nor  referred  to,  as  of  authority, 
by  Juftin  Martyr,  Hegefippu8> 
Clemens  Alexandr'uius,  Origen, 
Eufebius,  or  Jerome,  296,  n. 
This  the  fame  Gofpel  as  that  of 
the  Twelve  Apoftles,  298.  proved 
Apocryphal  in  many  inftancesi 
and  for  feveral  realbns,  '300, 
compiled  out  of  St.  Matthew's 
Greek,  305.  why  called  that  oF 
the  Twelve  Apoftles,-  306.  al- 
lowed to  be  an  early  compofare* 

307.  but  full  of  fabulous  ftories, 
ibid,  and  made  by  convert  Jews, 

308.  A  brief  account  of  the 
Nazarenes  out  of  Irenaeus,  Eufe- 
bius, and  Eplphaniu^,  309,  n. 
This  ^Gofpel  and  the  Ebionites 
the  fame,  310.  they  were  always 
iHled  Hereticks  by  the  Catliolick 
Church,  360.  notwithftandhig 
which,  Mr.  Tolartd  endeavours 
to  prove  them  the  only  true 
Chriftians,  361,  n. 

Nexocharis,  or  Xenocharis, 

a  corrupt  way  of  writing  Chari- 

nus,  the  fumame    of   Leucius, 

250. 
NicoLAiTANS,  their  wicked  de- 

fign  in  forging  a  book  under  the 

name  of  Mattnias,  12. 
NoNNXTs  makes  no  mention  of  the 

adulterous  woman  in  St.  John, 

iii,n» 
Nye,  Mr.  his  ftnfciments  of  the 

Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes,  286,  n* 


Oricew,  Apocryphal  books  men- 
,tioned  by  him,  31,  hrs  catalogue* 
of  Canoniclal  books,  60.  makes- 

•  no  mention  of  the  adulterous  wo^ 
ihan  in  his  Paraphrafe  dh  St. 
John,  1 1  r .  His  reafon  for  read- 
ing Apocryphal  books,  129,  n, 
he  mentions  the  Gofoel  of  the 
Egyptians,  200,  n.  His  opinion 
of  the  Helkefaites,  225.  was  not 

•  the  author  of  the  Commentaries 
oA  Job,"  25^.  ranks  the"  Gofpel 
of  Mafthiat  among  other  fpuri- 
\  I  i  2  ous 
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ous  pieces,  s  54.,  n,    Wif  account 
of  the  Nazarene  or  Hebrew  Gof- 
.    pel,  268.  rejects  it  as  Apocry- 
.    phal,  298.  mentions  the  Acts  of 
.    raul,  314,  n.  cites  the  Gofpelof 
.    Peter,  329,  n.     His  account  of 
.    Heracleon,  344.     His  fragments 
of  The  Preaching  of  Peter,  351. 
He  mentions  the  Gofpel  ot  Tho- 
mas as  heretical,  397,  n. 
Origenjans  eiieemed  the  fpm'ious 
.    Afts  of  Andrew  above  the  Scrip- 
tures, and  why,  151. 

ORTHODOXOGRAPHA.VideHAR- 
.     MONY. 


Pa  MELIUS,  feveral  antient  writers 
cited  by  him  concerning  the 
Chriftian  meetings,  67.  His  re- 
mark on  the  Anabaticun  and  Re- 
velation of  Paul,  323,  n. 

Pap  IAS,  a  citation  ^m  him,  prov- 
ing there  were  feveral  fpurious 
writings  in  his  time  under  the 
name  of  the  Apoftles,  27.  An  in- 
ftance  of  his  too  great  fondnefs  of 
traditions,  258.  A  character  of 
him,  290,  420.  His  hiftory  of  a 
woman  acculed  before  our  Saviour 
of  many  crimes,  420.  Two  dif- 
courfes  afcribed  by  him  to  Chrifl, 
422.  He  gave  rife  to  the  do£brine 
of  the  Millennium,  ibid,  which  he 

.  ieems  to  have  borrowed  from  the 
Jews,  424.  '     • 

Pare  us  was  of  opinion,  that  St. 
Paul  wrote  an  Epiftle  to  the  Co- 
rinthians, before  either  of  thofe 
now  extant,  i37,n. 

Parker,  Dr.  confutes  the  Jews, 
in  the  charge  they  urge  againft 

.  our  Saviour,  for  uiing  nugical, 

.  acts,  192.      .... 

Paul,  feveral  errors  obferved  ^in 
the  Gofpel  of  his  Preaching,  ^11  • 
Fm^  and  Thecla,  their  A^s,  Jiis 
A6is,  his  and  Peter's  Preaching, 
a  book  under  his  name,  and  his 
Revelation,  not  extent,  122.  The 
laft  and  the  Anabaticon,'  one 
book,  126.  Athird  Epiftle  of 
his,  extant  in  an  Armenian  KlS« 
to  the  Corinthians,  145.  One 
£i:om  them  to  him,  144,  plain- 


ly fpurious,  146.  The  AR% 
of  Paul  and  Thecla  mentioned 
by  TertuUian,  Jerome,  and  Ge- 
lafius,  as  Apocryphal,  312,  n. 
Thecla's  Aas  pubhihed  by  Dr. 
Grabe,  from  a  MS.  in  the  Bod- 
leian Library,  313,  n.  The  au- 
thor, with  Dr.  Grabe,  thinks 
that  this  book  is  extant,  ibuL 
The  Afts  of  Paul  mentioned  by 
Origen,  Eufebius,  and  Philaf- 
trius,  314,  n.  not  the  fame*book 
with  the  A6ls  of  Paul  and 
Thecla,  ibid,  is  Apocryphal, 
316.  The  Preaching  of  him  and 
of  Peter  one  book,  ibid.  An- 
other book  forged  by  one  Lu- 
cian,  under  the  name  of  Paul  the 
Martyr,  ibid,  n.  PauPs  Reve- 
.  lation  cited  by  Epiphanius,  Auf- 
tin,  and  Gelafms,  317.  The  au- 
thor fiippofes  this  and  the  Ana- 
baticon to  be  Okie  book,  318. 
proves  that  it  is  fo,  and  Apo- 
cryphal, 322.  This  book  feems 
to  be  referred  to  as  fuch,  in  a 
raffage  of  Tertiillian,  ibid.  n. 
The  Revelation  of  his  now  ex- 
tant in  Merton  College,  Oxon>  a 
forgery,  324. 
Pearson,  Bifhop,  attempts  \o 
prove  that  the  Decree  of  Gelafius, 
concerning  Apocryphal  books,  is 
fpurious,  156,  n.  corre^s  an  er- 
ror in  Monfieur  Daille  concern- 
ing the  time  of  the  fuppoied  Dio- 
nyhus  the  Areopagite,  171,  n. 
Perfection,  the  6ofJ)el  of,  not 
extant,  122.  proved  to  be  a  fpu- 
rious and  Apocryphal  book,  the 
forgery  of  the  Gncklicks,  380,  n. 

<  A  conje^hire  concerning  Uie  de- 

iign  of  It,  ibid. 
Peter,  his  A6ls,  Dofhine,  Gof- 

^  p«l,  Judgment,  Preaching,  Re- 
velation, and  books  under  his 
i^ame,  not  extant,  112.  His  Gof- 
pel proved  to  be    fpurious  by 

■  Eufebius,  Athanaiius,  &c.  241, 
n.    HU  and  Paul's.  Preaching 

.  one  book,  126,  316,  339.  His 
A£(s,  or  Travels,  vrritten  by 
Clemens,  one  book,  and  ceniiired 
for  Apocryphsd  by  the  antients, 
325.  His  do^rine,  327.  Gofpel 

^  cited  by  SerapicHi,  TcrtpUiany 

Ongen> 
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Orlgcn,  &c.  ibU.   Why  Mark's 
Golpel  was  formerly  called  his, 
331.   it  was   not  compofed   by 
Leuclus,  but  forged  by  the  Do- 
cetas,  33a.   and  likely  the  fame 
as  the  Gofpel  of  Bafilides,  ibi:i. 
His  book  of  Judgment  account- 
ed by  Jerome  Apocryphal,  335, 
h.  by  Ruffin  not  Canonical,  but 
Ecclefiaftical,  ibiJ.  n.  His  Preach- 
ing very  antitnt,  and   cited  by 
the  Fatners,  &c.  340.  The  E- 
piftle  of  Peter  to  James  feems  to 
be  the  forgeiy  of  fome  Ebionite, 
ihid,  produced  at  length  in  Greek 
and  Englilh,  341.    Several  frag- 
ments  of   his  Preaching,    344^ 
The  concurrent  opinions  of  late 
writers,  to  elevate  the  authority 
of  it,  355.  refuted,  and  the  piece 
proved  Apocryphal,   357.    His 
Kevelation  cited  by  Clemens  A- 
lexandrinus,Theodofius,&c.  370. 
reje^ied  by  Euiebius  as  fpurious^ 
376.  and  by  the  antients,  as  So- 
zomen  tells  us,  378.  fuppofed  by 
Dr.  Grabe  and  Dr.  Mill  to  be  a 
prophecy  concerning'  the   Jews 
and  the  ftate  of  the  church  till 
Antichrift,  ibid.   Other  forgeries 
by  Leucius  under  the  name  of 
Peter,  379. 

Philastrius,  Apocryphal  books 
mentioned  by  him,  340.  his  Ca- 
talogue of  Canonical  books,  61. 
Cenftire  of  the  Apocryphal  Afts 
of  Andrew,  148.  His  charge 
againil  the  Manichees,  Sec.  for 
receiving  the  Apocryphal,  and 
reje£ling  the  Canonical  books  of 
the  Apoftles,  242.  He  pro- 
nounces the  A6t8  of  Paul  Apo- 
cryphal, 314,  n. 

Philip,  his  A6ls  and  Gofpel  not 
extant  in  the  writers  of  tne  firil 
century,  381.  pretended  to  be  in 
the  Vatican^  iiid,  n.  His  Gof- 
pel a  forgery  of  the  Gnofticks, 
and  a  fragment  of  it  produced 
by  Epiphanius,  382,  n.  its  a- 
bominaole  do^ines,  383,  n. 
proved  to  be  Apocryphal,  ibid. 

Photius,  patriarch  of  Conftanti- 
nople,  his  juft  obfervation  on  the 
forgeries  of  Leucius,  232,  n. 
240.  a  iprther  account  of  them 


by  him,  247,  His  account  of 
the  Hypotypofes  under  CIcmens's 
name,  373. 

Plac^us,  an  abfurdlty  of  his 
conceiTilng  books  Canonical  and 
Apocryphal,  56. 

PRIDEAUX,  Dean,  obferves  it  was 
the  cuftom  of  Mahomet,  to  flat- 
ter the  thrlAiaiis  on  all  occa- 
iions,466. 

Ptolemais,  its  antient  names 
among  the  Ifraelites,  103. 


R 


Revelation,  book  of,  why  o- 
m  if  ted  in  the  publick  calendar 
for  reading  the  Scriptures,  59.   . 

Richardson,  Mr.  his  fentimcnts 
concerning  the  Nazarene  Gofpely 
287,  n. 

Ruffin,  Apocryphal  book  men- 
tioned by  him,  36.  his  Cata- 
logue of  Canonical  books,  62. 
his  account  of  the  Judgment  of 
I'eter,  33S>n' 


Satan  AS,  its  derivation,  101  • 

Scythian  us,  the  Gofpel  of,  not 
extant,  123.  mentioned  by  Cyril 
and  Epiphanius,  384.  He  was 
founder  of  the  Manichean  fe6l, 
ibid. 

Seleucus,  his  Afts  of  the  A- 
poftles  not  extant,  123.'  He  is 
the  fame  with  Leucius,  .23 9^  n. 
246,  386. 

Seleuciani  (called  alfo  Hermi- 
ani)  their  tenets,  &c,  2A.6. 

Serapion,  Apocryphal  books 
mentioned  by  him,  30.  His  ac- 
count of  the  Gofpel  of  Peter, 
327,  n. 

Sergius,  a  Neftorian,  the  princi- 
pal afTiftant  of  Mahomet,  in  his 
Alcoran,  463. 

Severus,  what  part  of  the  New 
Tcftament  he  reje6led,  8. 

Sibyls,  an  account  of  them,  aiid 
their  forged  prophecies,  362. 

Simon,  Father,  his  defence  of  the 
antiquity  of  the  Sjrriack  Vcrfiop» 
117,  n.  his  fentiments  of  the 
Gofpel  of  the  Egyptians,  202, 

n. 


INDEX. 


•n* 


ft.  Ite  condemns  tht  Gofpel  of 
Eve  for  Apocryphal,  124,  n. 
His  high  opinion  of  the  Naza- 
reue,  or  Hebrew  Gofpel,  2S4.,  n. 
wrongfully  charges  Eufebius  with 
(elf-contradi^ion,  377. 

SiMONiANS,  fo  called  from  Simon 
Magus,  their  Gofpel,  3S6. 

SixTus  Senensis,  his  fentiments 
concerning  the  Gofpel  of  the 
Egyptians,  101,  n.  nis  miftake 
concerning  the  traditions  of 
Matthias,  259,  n.  Opinion  con- 
cerning the  Nazarene  or  Hebrew 
Gofpel,  284.,  n.  his  favourable 
opinion  of  The  Preaching  of  Pe- 
^er,  355. 

SozoMEN,  his  fabulous  account 
of  the  Revelation  of  Paul>  321. 
fays,  Peter's  Revelation  was  read 
Yearly  in  fome  Churches  of  Pa- 
leftine,  378,  n.  but  was  reje^led 
by   the    antients,    as    fpurious, 

Spanheim,  Mr.  an  obfervation  of 
his  concerning  Clemens  Alexan- 
drinus  and  Origen,  5.  an  error 
of  his  concerning  the  Anaba- 
ticon  and  Revelation  of  Paul* 
3i9>n. 

Stephen,  the  Revelation  of,  not 
extant,  123.  declared  Apocry- 
phal byGelafius,  386. 

Styles  of  authors  various,  with 
a  difiertation  upon  them,.  77. 

Syrjack  Verfion,  85.  an  hiftoricai 
actount    of  it,   86.    when  firft 
known  among    the   Europeans, 
S7..  The  judgments  of  learned 
men  about  it,  88.    An  attempt 
to  prove  this  Verfion  was  made 
in  the  Apoitles'  times,  89.  This 
language    is    fometlmes    called 
Chaldee,     fometimes      Syriack, 
fometimes  Syro-Chaldaick  j  but 
moft  commonly  by  the  writers  of 
<he    New  Teftamcnt,  and    firft 
Chriftians,  Hebrew,  91.    It  was 
the  language  of  Syria  and  Me- 
fopotamia,  and  of  Jerufalem  and 
Galilee   in  our   Saviour's  time, 
92,    Syriack  and  Chaldee  are  by 
the  prophet  Daniel  fynonymous 
languages,  95.  This  Verfion  has 
not  the  hiftory  of  the  adulterous    - 
woman  menfloned  in  St*  John^ 


III,  n.  nor  the  faraotis  corttro'* 
'  verted  text,  i  John  v.  7.  ibiJ* 
nor  has  the  old  Verfion  the  foxxt 
catholick  Epiflles,  nor  the  Reve- 
lation, 112.    This  Verfion  was 
thought  by  Tremellius  and  Bp. 
Walton  to  be  made  in  the  A- 
poftles'  time,  ibid,  n*   The  anti- 
quity of  it  confirms  the  purity 
of  the  printed  copies  of  the  New 
Teftament,  117.  is  of  great  ufe 
in    explaining    many    paflages, 
J 18.    The  controverted  text,  1 
Cor.  V.  9.    paraphraled  by  the 
old  Syriack  tranflator,  14.1. 
Syrians   were  the  firft  idolaters 
mentioned  in  Scripture,  108,  n/ 
among  the   Jews,  that  appella- 
tion denoted  prophane  perions^ 
ihiJ, 


T  ATI  an,  the  Gofpel  of,  not  ex- 
tant, 123,  mentioned  by  £aie- 
bius  and  Epiphanius,  387,  n* 

^     was  a  Harmony  of  the  four  Gof- 
pels,  388.    feems   to  be  taken, 
rrom  the  Hebrew  Gofpel,  389. 
An  account  of  him  and  his  prin- 
ciples, ibid. 

Terebtnthus,  afterwards  called 
Manes  (the  father  of  the  Mani^ 
chees)  ftiled  himfelf  the  Para- 
clete, 393. 

Tertullian,  Apocryphal  books 
mentioned  by  him,  31.  his  ac- 
count of  the  Chriftian  meetings, 
67,  n.  Interpretation  of  1  Tim. 
iv.  3.  p.  209.  Account  of  Mar- 
cion's  Gofpel,  263,  n.  He  cites 
the  Afts  of  Paul  and  Theda, 
3 1 2,  n.  fays  the  Golpel  of  Mark 
is  affirmed  by  fome,  to  be  that  of 
Peter,  3119,  n. 

Thadd^us,  thte  Gofpel  of,  not 
extant,  123.  decMred  Apocry- 
phal by  Gclafius,  390,  n. 

Thecla,  mart)'rdom  of,  how, 
and  by  whom  firft  publifhed,  31. 
Vide  PAtrt. 

The  MI  SON,  his  Catholfck  Epiftlc 
not  extant,  123.  mentioned  by 
ApoUbnius,  391 .  he  was  a^  Mon- 
tanift,  ibiJl 

Thbodotvs   Bv^-antiv-s-,  A- 

pocryphal 
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pocryphal  books  mentioned  by 
nim,  31.   his  fragment  of  The 
Preaching  of  Peter,  351.  a  par- 
ticular account  of  liim  and  tis 
Hei'efies,  358*    He  cites  the  Re- 
.  velation  of  Peter,  3  7 1 ,  n.  • 
THEOPHyLACT,  makes  no  men- 
tion of  the  adulterous  woman  in 
J«hn  viii.  p.  iii,  n. 
The  RAPE  UT^,    an    account   of 

■  them  from  Mr.  Whiftori,  203. 
Thomas,  the  A6ls,  &c.  under  Eis 
name  not  extant,  123!  mentioned 
by'Epiphankis,  Atlianafius,  and 
Gelafius,  395,  n.   not  the  fame- 
;  with  thofe  of  Leucius  Charinus, 
;  396.    A  MS.  of  it  faid  by  Fa- 
ther Simon  to  be  in  the  French 
'King's  library,  and  another  by 
'  Dr.   Grabe,    in    our  Bodleian, 
ibid.    His  Gofpel  mentioned  by 
Origen,  Eufebius,   Cyril,  Am- 
broie,  Athanafius,  Jerome   and 
Qelafius,  397,  n.  there  wer^two 
Go^ls  under  his  name,  399. 
Hi^  Hevelation  only  mentionea, 
and  declared  Apocryphal  by  Gc- 
lalius,  ibid.    Other  books  under 
his' name  condemned  by  Innocent 
I.  ibU. 
To  BIT,  Book  of,  guilty  of  a  direft 

falfity,  10. 
To  LAND,  Mr.  his  pretended  Ca- 
talogue of  Canonical  books  not 
complete,  4.  his  faUe  opinion, 
concerning  the  depofitory  of  the 
books  of  the  preient  Canon  till 
Adrian's  time,  43,  n.  *  He  en- 
deavours to  confirm  a  conje6):ure 
of  Dr.  Grabe,  concerning  a  frag- 
mcnt  of  Bamabas's  Gofpel,  i6x. 
His  account  of  an  Itahan  MS. 
he  had  (een  of  it,  ibid,  A  noto- 
rious ialfe  inference  of  his  de- 
tc6led  by  Dr.  Mangey,  167,  n. 
A  malicious  miftake  of  his,  con- 
cerning the  books  reported  to  be 
written  "by  our  Saviour,  186, 
An  inftance  of  his  inaccuracy  in 
quotations,  194,  n.  His  di£n- 
genuity  in  citing,  as  genuine,  a 
'  forgery  of  the  Ebionites,  219,  n. 
Folly  in  placing  kmong  Ca- 
nonical books  the  Gofpel  of  Eve, 
224,  n.  as  alfo  that  of  Judas 
libariot,  234,  n.    A  miflakc  of 


his  in  efteeming  the  Traditions 
of  Matthias  as  a  written  book» 
259,   n.    his  fentiments  of  the 
Hebrew    or    Nazarene    Gofpel, 
286.   his    extravagant  pofitive- 
nefs,  and  unpardonable  midakes, 
234,  n.  Another  concerning  He- 
gefippus,  296,  n.    Another  very 
notorious  iii  relation  to  Origen, 
298,  n.  his  unpardonable  falfe- 
hood  in   aflerting,  that  the  Fa- 
'  thers  appealed  to  the  Nazarene,  at 
a  true  Gofpel,  300.    The  Au- 
thor's juft  rebuke,   and  admo- 
nition to  him,  ii/V.    An  initance 
of  a  notorious  impofture  of  hiS| 
30 X,  n.  his  falfe  citations  of, St. 
Auftin  and  ^piphanius  dete6ied, 
31 3,  n.    An  ignorant  blunder  of 
his  conceniin^  the  Anabaticon 
and  Revelation  of  Paul,  319,  n. 
His  endeavour  to  prove  that  the 
Nazarenes    were    the  only  true 
Chriftians,    361.^    aniVrered    by 
Dr.  Mangey,  ibid,  his  fond  o- 
pinion  of  The  Pleaching  of  Po* 
ter,  357,  n.    He  eftecms  Petcr'f 
Revelation  as  valuable  as  fevera} 
books  of  the  prefent  Canon,  ibjd^ 
n.    He  injunoufly  charges  Eufc^ 
bins  with  a  .miftake,  377.  refers 
,  to  a  citation  out  of  Sozomen,  to 
prove  Peto-'s  Revelation  not  ipu- 
rious,  378,  n.  firppofes  that  Ke- 
velation  to  be  a  prophecy  con« 
ceming  the  Jews,  and  the  (bte 
'  of  the  Chriftian  Church,  ibid, 
n.   His  Ignorance  and  malice  in 
his  diftinction,  between  Paraclete 
and  Pmr^/^,  dete6led,  '393.  He 
fupports  thef  charge  of  the  Ma- 
.  hometans  againft  the  Chriftians, 
of  having'  comipted  the  Goipel 
ofChrift,468. 

•Tradition,  certainly  the  bed 
method  to  prove  the  truth  of  the 
facred  books,  54.  An  objection 
to  it  anfwered,  57. 

TREMELLitJS  thought  the  Sy- 
riack  Verfion  to  \^  mdde  in  the 
Apoftles'  tinies,  t  1 2,  n. 
Truth,  the  Gofucl  of,  not  ex. 
tant,  123.  condemned  by  Ire« 
naeus,  400,  n.  a  forgery  of  the 
Valentinians,  401  • 

Valbk* 
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Valentin  us,  Gofpcl  of,  not  ex- 
tant, 123.  different  from  the 
Gofpcl  of  Truth,  404. 

Valesius,  wrongfully  charges 
Eufebius  with  relf-contradi^'liony 
377,  n.  his  opinion  of  the  Har- 
mony of  the  Orthodoxographa^ 
390. 

Vossius,  a  miftake  of  his  concern- 
ing the  language  fpolcen  in  Je- 
iHiiakm,  in  our  Saviour*s  time^ 
re^liiied,  94. 

Usher,  Bp.  proves  Ignatius*s 
Epiftle  to  be  corrupted  and  in- 
terpolated, 295,  n.  His  fenti- 
ments  of  a  Saying  of  Chrift  in 
the  Epiftle  of  Barnabas,  410. 

W 

Walton,  Bp.-  thought  the  Sy- 
riack  tranflation  of  the  NcwTef- 
tament  to  be  made  in  the  Apo- 
ftles*  time,  112. 

Wisdom  of  Solomon,  book  of, 
a  grofs  error  in  it,  10. 

Whiston,  Mr.  a  citation  from 
him,  concerning    the   Conftitu- 

'  tions  of  the  Apoftles,  6.  his  er- 
ror concerning  St.  Mark's  Gof- 


pcl, 85,  n.  his  (entiments  of  the 
Gofpcl  of  the  Egyptians,  and 
account  of  the  Thmpeutac  men- ' 
tioned  by  Philo,  203,  n.  He 
wrongfully  fuppofes  the  Egyp- 
tian Gofpel,  and  Traditions  of 
Matthias,  to  be  ufed  among 
them,  ibid.  n.  would  have  The 
Preaching  of  Peter  Canonical^ 
357,  n.  recommends  Peter'^s  Re- 
velation as  a  (acred  book,  373* 
His  miftake  concerning  a  Saying 
of  Chrift,  cited  by  moft  or  the 
Fathers,  441 . 
Whitby,  Dr.  his  examen  of  Dr. 
Miirs  various  Le6kions,  &c. 
T16,  n.  406.  hi9  interpretation 
of  I  Cor.  V.  9.  re6tified^  141. 
his  remark  on  i  Tiro.  iv.  3. 
p.  213,  n.  .Opinion  of  the  He- 
brew or  Nazarene  Gofpel,  z88, 
n.  His  miftake  concerning  the 
woman  of  Samari?,  42 1 . 
Wi  L  Ki N  s ,  Mr.  ^  overfight  of  hk^ 
'  in  the  dedication  of  nis  tranf- 
lation of  the  thhtl  Epiftle  of 
Paul  to  the  Corinthians,  and 
Paurs  Epiftle  to  them,  146. 


Xenochams^  a  comipt  way  of 
writing  Chajrinus^^so. 
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P.  19,  !•  xo.  for  afrervfords  read  aflerwatdi 
31.  K  8.  for  Hvpotofof,  read  Hyf^typof. 
89. 1.  I.  for  driflam  read  Cbrtfl'mn$ 
92.  1.  X.  for  Cbr^riau  rttd  CbrifiUtti 
94. 1, 7.  for  Nwuttus  read  Abmirs 
X43t*  !•  7*  dele  bamag 
x6i.  1.  7*  for  aNf}wifiv  read  MUVTvifit 

S99.  K  I.  for  l^«f  M  read  7p}«  li^ 

fto}.  !•  a.  for  cff«{  of  read  cited  wt  of 

zt6,  U  14*  for  wof^ttnkit  read  m^o^inkf 

S48. 1. 18.  for  ylratf-iv  read  y^friv 

355. 1. 15.  for  «r«f«;Qp«&«  read  4ny«;iQ«»0'diM 

ft09.  L  9.  for  (tf/7  read  eaUt 

'349«  L  24.  for  rot  read  rdy 

418. 1.  16.  forbewts  readi#«wt 

442.  U  7.  for  Mi  read  and 
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